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Preface

n August 2011, the National Park Service (NPS) Northeast Regional Office (NERO) contracted New

South Associates Inc., a cultural resources management consulting firm located in Stone Mountain,

Georgia to provide an official Administrative History of Fort McHenry National Monument and
Historic Shrine. The scope of this document covers the history of Fort McHenry as a unit within
the National Park System, beginning with the site’s designation as a National Park in 1925, its
rehabilitation under the War Department, through the transfer to the NPS in 1933 and up to the
present day. Jason Pratt, Contract Specialist at NERO was the contracting office contact for the
project and Anna von Lunz, Cultural Resource Manager at Fort McHenry, served as the Contracting
Officer's Representative. Both Anna von Lunz and Paul Bitzel, the chief of Resource Management at
the park, served as the designated supervisors of the project’s development. Historian Patrick Sullivan
of New South Associates conducted the research for the administrative history and was the author of
the document.

In December 2011, Mr. Sullivan and Mary Beth Reed, also of New South Associates, Inc., visited Fort
McHenry to attend the project orientation meeting. As part of the visit, they researched the park’s
archival and library collections, conducted oral interviews with several longtime staff members at
Fort McHenry, and acquainted themselves with the subject matter through tours of the site. The
park’s holdings contained the majority of superintendent’s annual reports, planning documents,
partnership information, and photographs that formed the foundation of research for the project.

Additional research repositories were visited in January 2012. The National Archives and Records
Administration (NARA) regional facility in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania contained a large body of
correspondence between Fort McHenry and the NPS Northeast Regional Office from the 1930s
through the 1970s. This included: a copy of an early museum development plan; numerous newspaper
clippings and communication regarding the berthing of the Constellation at Fort McHenry; reports
on the construction of the flagstaff replica, and documents relating to the park’s participation in
the Bicentennial. Internal correspondence between Fort McHenry and the NPS Director’s office
documenting superintendents’ concerns regarding admission fees, staff shortages during World War
Il, and contention with local politicians regarding visitation hours and recreational use at the park
were found at the National Archives in College Park, Maryland. The NPS Harpers Ferry Center in
Charles Town, West Virginia had a few superintendents’ annual reports dating from the 1970s on file
that could not be located in the Fort McHenry archives.

The Society of the War of 1812 in the State of Maryland archives housed in the University of Baltimore
Langsdale Library were extremely useful in researching local individuals and patriotic organizations
campaigns waged to preserve Fort McHenry during the early decades of the twentieth century.
Digital copies of Fort McHenry site plans dating from the 1940s through the present were obtained
via file transfer protocol (FTP) from the Denver Service Center Electronic Information Technology
Center (ETIC). The ProQuest database of the Baltimore Sun's historical newspaper archives was
accessed on-line through the Baltimore County Public Library.
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ort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine is located at 2400 East Fort Avenue in

Baltimore, Maryland. Named after the former Secretary of War, James McHenry and erected

on the site of a Revolutionary War Era earthen redoubt, the “First System"” fortification was
built between 1794 and 1805 as part of the country’s original coastal defense network. Fort McHenry
would gain national renown during the Battle of Baltimore on September 13-14, 1814 as the fort and
its garrison of 1,000 men held steadfast against an incessant bombardment from British ships. The
valiant defense of the city would inspire the Baltimore-born lawyer, Francis Scott Key, to write the
poem that would become “The Star-Spangled Banner.” The fort would continue to serve as an active
military installation over the next 100 years until its closure in 1912. Fort McHenry was established as a
National Park under the administration of the War Department in 1925 for its national significance as
the birthplace of “The Star-Spangled Banner” (which was later designated by Congress as the official
national anthem in 1931). In 1933, jurisdiction of Fort McHenry was transferred to the National Park
Service (NPS) under the Department of the Interior. Six years later, the park was officially designated
as a National Monument and Historic Shrine in 1939, the only unit with the National Park System
bestowed with a dual designation.

Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine presently occupies approximately 43 acres in
a high-density, industrial and residential setting on the eastern tip of the Locust Point peninsula at
the confluence of the Inner Baltimore Harbor and the Upper Patapsco River. The site encompasses
the original boundaries of Fort McHenry during the British bombardment in 1814 and additional
acreage purchased by the War Department as part of the expansion of the installation in 1836. The
park features the historically significant masonry Star Fort, a Civil War-era Powder Magazine, and
the surrounding cultural landscape. Modern staff and visitor amenities are located to the north and
west of the fort. These primarily include: the Visitor and Educational Center; a Mission 66-era duplex;
the maintenance building; and surface parking lots. Fort McHenry has been well managed during
the nearly 80 years of NPS stewardship as park managers have balanced the commemorative role of
the historic fort with recreational uses of the surrounding area. The comprehensive rehabilitation
of the Star Fort during the 1990s and construction of the new visitor center, which opened in 2011,
have greatly improved the archival, preservation, and operational problems that had long hampered
operations in the twentieth century. The rehabilitation has also prepared the park for the 200t
Anniversary of the bombardment of the fort and the writing of “The Star-Spangled Banner” that
approaches in 2014, as well as new challenges that may arise in the future.



Inthe late 1950s, Fort McHenry historians, Harold |. Lessem and David Kimball, prepared an administrative
history draft entitled, A History of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine ; however,
this document was never published or approved by the NPS. This administrative history provides an
overview of Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine from the initial European settlement
of Locust Point in Baltimore to the present day. This history concentrates on the period covering the
designation of the site as a National Park under the War Department and its subsequent development
and management as part of the National Park System. This discussion will pay attention to the close
relationship between Fort McHenry and the Hampton National Historic Site in Towson, Maryland,
noting that Hampton plays a role in the fort's management history. This document primarily focuses on
Fort McHenry.

Following this introduction, Chapter Il provides a concise history of the development, administration,
and use of Fort McHenry. This narrative begins with the construction of its antecedent, Fort
Whetstone, during the Revolutionary War; continues through the Battle of Baltimore in 1814 into
the early decades of the twentieth century when the property became a municipal park; and finally,
details the fort’s use as a World War | military hospital. Chapter lll documents the efforts to preserve
Fort McHenry following the War Department’s announcement to sell the post in 1921, its designation
as a National Park in 1925, the administrative transfer to the NPS in 1933, and subsequent change in
title to Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine in 1939. In Chapter IV, the planning
and physical development of Fort McHenry as a National Park is discussed from the War Department’s
restoration of the site beginning in the late 1920s to present day with a focus on the impacts to the park
due to changing administrative policies, significant historic events, and external challenges. Chapter
V addresses park operations and the organization of personnel, identifying major trends with regard
to administration, interpretation, maintenance, and protection, as well as the factors contributing to
the creation of the Resource Management Division in 2007. Fort McHenry’s relationships with the local
community and park partners are explored in Chapter VI. Chapter VIl examines cultural and natural
resource management at the park; how administrators made decisions regarding their responsibilities
for the preservation and rehabilitation of the area; and the evolution of resource management practices
to better reflect changes in NPS policies and guidelines. Chapter VIII reviews the main trends of
interpretation at Fort McHenry; how it has been informed by ongoing archeological investigation and
historical research; and how it has been influenced by the emergence of living history in the National
Park System. The histories of commemorative practices and memorialization at Fort McHenry and
their importance in defining interpretation of the site are explored in Chapter VIIl. The appendices
that follow include: a chronology of the development and significant events that are important in the
history of Fort McHenry; a list of the current and former park superintendents; major federal, state,
and city legislation associated with Fort McHenry’s administrative history; the park’s National Register
of Historic Places (NRHP) Nomination; and estimated annual attendance numbers from 1933 to 2011.



Pre-Park History, 1776-1923

he episodic history of Fort McHenry has been marked by phases of expansion and decline

over the course of its existence. Built atop a Revolutionary War antecedent, Fort McHenry

is a defining and rare example of an American First System coastal fortification. The fort
attained a high-level of national importance during the Battle of Baltimore and Francis Scott Key's
authorship of “The Star-Spangled Banner” in 1814. Nevertheless, much of the fort’s history during
the nineteenth and early twentieth century can be characterized by a sustained period of material
deterioration and strategic obsolescence. Annual commemoration celebrations honoring the people
and events on September 12-14, 1814 defined and reawakened Fort McHenry’s cultural and historical
significance for Baltimore citizens and the American public as a whole.

REVOLUTIONARY WAR DEFENSES AT FORT WHETSTONE

Although the modern Baltimore area was first settled by European colonists in the early 1660s, it was
the emerging iron ore mining industry that spurred the founding and planning of Baltimore Town
in 1729 on 60 acres at the basin of the Patapsco River's Northwest Branch. Gradual enlargements
of the town limits between the 1740s and 1760s demonstrated the town’s commercial growth as a
manufacturing and trade center in the Mid-Atlantic.' Heavily dependent on shipping, Baltimore’s
mercantilist class seethed at a series of British punitive tax acts and trade restrictions imposed on
business interests in the American colonies during the 1760s and 1770s.2 These taxes were enacted
by Parliament to pay down high debts that the British government incurred during the protracted
French and Indian War (1754-1763). This steeply eroded the political bonds between the colonies and
the crown. On April 19, 1775, bloody clashes between American militiamen and the British troops at
Lexington and Concord finally severed those bonds and ushered in the American Revolutionary War.

Maryland’s colonial government moved quickly to fortify Baltimore. By early 1776, the Congress of
Deputies selected Whetstone Point as the site of Baltimore’s primary harbor defense.?> Located at
the eastern tip of a peninsula that split the middle and northwest branches of the Patapsco River just
south of the town limits, Whetstone Point had long been recognized for its commercial viability and
as a strategic location for guarding access to the two river channels. The Maryland Colonial Assembly
had designated Whetstone Point as a Port of Entry in 1706.

1 Mayer, Baltimore: Past and Present, 19-22.
2 Scharf, History of Baltimore and Baltimore County, 67-69.
3 Nelson, An Architectural Study of Fort McHenry, 1.



By 1729, the British-owned Principio Furnace Company began iron ore mining operations on
Whetstone Point.* This continued until January 1776, when Maryland’s revolutionary government
confiscated the property for the construction of coastal defenses. Later that month, the Baltimore
Committee of Observation was organized to prepare budget estimates and supervise the
development of the fortification project. Amateur engineer Felix Louis Massenbach and Baltimore
schoolmaster James Alcock were hired by the Committee of Observation to design the defensive
installation, named Fort Whetstone, at a cost of £6,200.°

Work began “with all convenient speed” in early February 1776 on the construction of a single,
shoreline gun battery manned by the artillery company under the command of Captain John Fulford
of the Maryland Militia. The sighting of the British sloop, Otter, in Chesapeake Bay on March 5,
1776, prompted additional development, over a frantic, 10-day span, of a star-shaped redoubt with
earthen breastworks and a second water battery accommodating eight additional cannons. Channel
obstructions, including an iron-chain boom, were also placed between the span of Whetstone Point
and Gorsuch’s Point to deter the advances of enemy British ships into Baltimore Harbor.

On September 9, 1777, the Maryland Gazette boasted, “the fort, batteries, and boom at Whetstone
Point are in excellent order; an air furnace is erected at the Point, from which red thunderbolts of war

"

will be used to meet our invading foes.” The following year, Fort Whetstone contained 38 cannons
and an attendant barracks-hospital building located outside the perimeter of the Star Fort. Initial
plans for the construction of additional buildings, including a magazine and laboratory, were never

realized.®

By 1780, France had entered the war as an ally of the American colonies as retribution for their
loss of Canada 17 years earlier in the French and Indian War. Captain Louis Alexandre Berthier,
a cartographer with the French Expeditionary Army, provided the earliest graphic representation
of the defenses of Fort Whetstone. The map was prepared in September 1781 as French troops
under Comte de Rochambeau passed through Baltimore on their way to Yorktown, Virginia where
the American Continental Army had ensnared British forces under the command of General Charles
Cornwallis (Figure 2-1). Berthier's map depicted the upper and lower gun batteries lining the
northeast shoreline and the five bastion, star plan earthen fort located on higher ground just to the
southwest. A single road to the installation traversed the length of the peninsula from Baltimore and
a small structure, possibly a guardhouse, was located adjacent to the corridor on the western extent
of Whetstone Point. The road terminated at a cluster of five buildings huddled to the north of the
Star Fort.”

Whitely and Whitely, “The Principio Company,” 190-191.

Nelson, An Architectural Study of Fort McHenry, 1-2.

Sheads, Fort McHenry, 2.

Berthier, “Ville, port, et rade de Baltimore dans le Maryland.””month”:1,”day":13}}}],”schema”:"https://github.com/

N o vl b

citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"}



Figure 2-1. Portion of the 1781 Plan, “Ville, port, et rade de Baltimore danse le Maryland” Showing Fort Whetstone and
Surrounding Area (Source: Library of Congress, Rochambeau Collection).

Despite occasional sightings of British vessels in the Chesapeake Bay, Baltimore and Fort Whetstone
were spared combat during the Revolutionary War. Confident that the threat to Baltimore had faded
by the late summer of 1781, the Maryland Commissioners for Confiscated British Property planned
to auction the Principio Company’s former Upton Court holdings, which included the garrison on
Whetstone Point. The lands occupied by Fort Whetstone were eventually divided and sold to various
private individuals on July 30, 1782.%2 Iron mining resumed on the property while the earthwork
defenses were allowed to fall into ruin.®

CONSTRUCTION OF FORT MCHENRY

Wary of the series of wars raging in Europe between Britain and France and fearing that the United
States could be drawn into a larger fight, President George Washington repeatedly pressed Congress
in 1793 to authorize the administration’s plan for a permanent coastal defense system built along the
Eastern seaboard of the United States. The Maryland House of Delegates agreed in December of that
year to allow permission of the federal government to “erect a fort, arsenal, or other military works”
on Whetstone Point “with the consent of the owner of the soil.”°

8 Nelson, An Architectural Study of Fort McHenry, 13, 51-52.

9 Cheek, Balicki, and Pousson, “On the Shore Dimly Seen...”: An Archeological Overview, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine, Baltimore, Maryland, 9.

10 Maryland House of Delegates, 25 December 1793, American State Papers, XVI: 71.



On March 20, 1794, Congress finally passed the “Act to Provide for the Defence of Certain Ports and
Harbors in the United States.”" Collectively known as the First American System of fortifications
(1794-1804), this initial network of 16 harbor defenses lined the Atlantic Coast from Georgia to
Maine. Budgets and designs prepared for each fort were based on a number of factors, including
the economic importance or strategic value of the harbor and recommendations of the project
engineer. In general, First System defenses were often inexpensive, rudimentary earthworks based
on seventeenth-century, French engineering design theories.™

With its expansive harbor and access to inland agricultural markets, Baltimore had grown to
become the third largest port economy in the United States during the late eighteenth century. '
Recognizing the town's expanding economic importance, Congress allocated $4,225.44 as part of the
1794 seacoast defense act to replace the ruins on Whetstone Point." Between 1795 and 1800, the
federal government purchased three parcels totaling approximately 25.6 acres upon which to erect
the new fortification.’

Secretary of War Henry Knox appointed French engineer Major General John Jacob Ulrich Rivardi
on March 28, 1794, to design the fortifications at Baltimore with Samuel Dodge serving as his local
supervisor. Initial plans called for 28 gun batteries and a redoubt with earthen parapets, two
magazines, and a blockhouse with barracks accommodating 50 soldiers.’® Severely constrained by
the project’s low budget and the prohibitive costs required for upgrades to the poor condition of the
existing Fort breastworks, Rivardi focused his energies on improvements to the site’s upper and lower
water batteries during his tenure from 1794-1797."

In 1798, a looming threat of war with France prompted Congress to increase funds for coastal
defenses. That same year, Major Louis Tousard succeeded Rivardi and began development of a
masonry Star Fort on top of the previous earthworks. Tousard’s term as project engineer lasted only
one year before Secretary of War James McHenry replaced him with Jean Foncin on March 28, 1799.
Dissatisfied with his predecessor’s plans, Foncin scrapped them in favor of a more elaborate design
that was approved by Secretary McHenry and the supervisory Marine Committee of Baltimore with an
increased budget of $39,938.34. Construction began in the summer of 1800 on the newly christened
Fort McHenry; by 1802, much of the work had been completed on the masonry redoubt and a federal
artillery company occupied the post in February of that year. Additional development on the outer
works continued through 1805.®

11 Annals of Congress, 3rd Congress, 1st sess., 1423-1424.

12 Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications of the United States, 18.

13 Kanarek, The Mid-Atlantic Engineers: A History of the Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1774-1974,
2.

14 Sheads, Fort McHenry, 6.

15 Pousson, “Draft chronology of events associated with the acquisition of real property comprising Fort McHenry,
Baltimore, Maryland, by the U.S. Government,” 1.

16 Kanarek, The Mid-Atlantic Engineers: A History of the Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1774-1974, 2.

17 Nelson, An Architectural Study of Fort McHenry, 15-17.

18 Sheads, Fort McHenry, 7.
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Figure 2-2. Plan of Fort McHenry, Maryland in 1803 (Source: Library of Congress, Record Group 77).

A record of Foncin’s original plan of the multi-tiered, defense system at Fort McHenry is provided in the
architectural drawing dated “November 9, 1803" (Figure 2-2). The upper and lower water batteries
guarded the channel approaches to the middle and northwest branches of the Patapsco River, while
the brick, five-bastioned Star Fort defended the batteries from land-based assaults. Two companies
of combined infantry and artillery forces manned the 40 cannons mounted on outer batteries and at
the four embrasures of each bastion. The redoubt enclosed a central parade ground bounded by a
powder magazine, cistern, two enlisted men'’s barracks, two officer quarters, and flagstaff. Access to
the interior was through the sally port on the eastern escarpment wall while a dry moat and earthen
counterscarp ringed the fort's exterior to the east, north, and west. Lombardy poplar trees, planted
to obstruct the view of the fort lined the bastions, parade ground, and curved entrance pathway."
The 1803 plan also indicated the presence of three “Old Barracks” near the old upper battery. A brick
tavern and attendant garden were located adjacent to the main road just outside the fort’s boundaries.

THE WAR OF 1812 AND THE BATTLE OF BALTIMORE

The international tensions that motivated the construction of Fort McHenry in 1794 did not abate
over the course of the next two decades. Outrage over British (and to a lesser extent French) policies
of seizure of United States merchant ships and crew, which was compounded with the desire of

19 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 17.



some American politicians to annex Canadian lands in the territorial west, paved the way toward a
declaration of war with Britain on June 18, 1812.2° In early 1813, fighting began to shift from the
haphazard campaigns waged along the Canadian frontier and Great Lakes Region to the East Coast
of the United States. British attacks intensified on the Chesapeake over the next few months, while
Washington D.C., the nation’s new capitol lay exposed. As one of the largest commercial harbors in
the United States, Baltimore also was not expected to be spared the might of the British Navy as it
had during the Revolutionary War.

Anticipating the coming conflict and spurred by the sighting of British vessels in the upper Chesapeake,
a number of defensive improvements were started at Fort McHenry in the spring of 1813. Chief
among the recommendations by Captain Samuel Babcock of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) was the construction of a brick-faced, rectangular ravelin to protect the Star Fort's sally port
entrance. Other modifications included the filling of bastion embrasures and elevation of the gun
emplacements, as well as the deepening of the dry moat.?’ In June 1813, 33-year-old Major George
Armistead was appointed to take command of the defenses at Fort McHenry and began an aggressive
recruiting campaign and drilling regimen to prepare his men in the U.S. Corps of Artillery for war.?

The steadfast character of Major Armistead and his 1,000-strong garrison at Fort McHenry would
be severely tested over the course of September 12-14, 1814. With cries in England to “chastise the
savages,” the British brought their full weight to bear on the Chesapeake Region with a rout of the
disorganized American forces at the Battle of Bladensburg on August 24, 1814 and the subsequent
burning of Washington D.C. They then turned their sights to Baltimore.?*> Armistead remained defiant
in the face of the impending attack, ordering for an oversized, 15-star U.S. flag to be flown above
the fort in full view of the enemy. In the afternoon of September 12, 1814, Baltimore militia forces
engaged the British Army at the Battle of North Point just east of the city. The following morning of
September 13, British warships, amassed on the Patapsco, unleashed an incessant bombardment on
Fort McHenry that continued throughout the day and into the rainy night for 25 hours (Figures 2-3).%

“THE STAR-SPANGLED BANNER"

Francis Scott Key and his two countrymen, Colonel John S. Skinner and Dr. William Beanes, anxiously
watched the shelling of Fort McHenry from the rear of the British naval lines on deck of a flag-of-
truce sloop The President. Key and Skinner had earlier petitioned British authorities for the release
of Beanes and the British temporarily detained the three men until fighting concluded. As light
dawned on the foggy morning of September 14, Key spied Armistead’s large American flag, brazenly
signaling that Fort McHenry had withstood the fight. A few hours later, the Battle of Baltimore was

over.

20 Borneman, 1812, 45,51.

21 Thompson and Newcomb, Historic Structure Report, Fort McHenry Historical and Architectural Data, Fort McHenry
National Monument and Historic Shrine, Maryland, 20-22.

22 Sheads, Fort McHenry, 23.

23 Lord, The Dawn’s Early Light, 36,139.

24 Borneman, 1812, 245.
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Figure 2-3. “A view of the bombardment of Fort McHenry, near Baltimore” (Source: Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs
Division, Washington D.C.)

As the British withdrew their ships, Francis Scott Key began to record the event in a few poetic lines.
The completed poem contained four stanzas and was published in Baltimore two days later as “The
Defence of Fort McHenry.” Set to the tune of a familiar English drinking song, “To Anacreon in
Heaven,” “The Star-Spangled Banner” quickly became a patriotic rallying cry among Americans during
the remainder of the war and would continue to grow in popularity throughout the United States over
the course of the nineteenth century.?

AFTER THE BOMBARDMENT

In the wake of the British bombardment, Armistead immediately ordered repairs of the battered
Fort McHenry to bolster weaknesses in her defenses. The powder magazine, which had miraculously
been one of only two buildings damaged during the attack, was rebuilt with an improved bombproof
design that included reinforced walls, a large, brick vaulted roof clad with slate, and the erection of
a traverse to protect the front entrance (Figure 2-4).¢ Other defensive improvements made in 1814
consisted of a bombproof over the recently installed parade ground well, two bombproofs for the
garrison housed within the Star Fort, and dedicated magazines for the outer water batteries.?”

25 Lord, The Dawn’s Early Light, 293.
26 Svejda, Fort McHenry Military Structures, 36.
27 Thompson and Newcomb, Historic Structure Report, Fort McHenry Historical and Architectural Data, Fort McHenry

National Monument and Historic Shrine, Maryland, 27.
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RECONSTRUCTION PERIOD

Inconsistent maintenance carried out amid reduced funding characterized much of the work at Fort
McHenry in the two decades after the war. By 1828, criticisms of health conditions and cramped
living quarters prompted an inspection and corresponding report that recommended a number
of significant alterations and repairs to the fort. Between 1829 and 1839, extensive modifications
were made in an attempt to upgrade defensive infrastructure and ordnance capabilities at the fort.
Many of the older First and Second System fortifications, like Fort McHenry had become outdated in
comparison to the larger, modern casemate designs embodied in the Third System plans that attained
prominence among American military engineers in the late 1820s and 1830s.%2 Initial improvements
at Fort McHenry included an application of a water cement wash to the ravelin and the fort’s exterior
masonry walls, as well as the addition of a covered entrance to the sally port with flanking guardhouses.
More significant changes were made with the second-story enlargements of all residential quarters
within the Star Fort and the addition of two-story porches to each building .

In 1833, Lieutenant Henry Thompson, U.S. Army Corps of Artillery, was assigned to supervise the later
phases of ongoing work at Fort McHenry. The original poplars that had grown atop the rampart
walls since the construction of the fort were cut down and new flooring and roofing was installed
on the buildings within the Star Fort.3* Replacement of the outdated 1813 battery with a new outer
gun battery proved to be a much larger undertaking and necessitated the extension of the seawall
structure along the shore. Two hotshot furnaces were built and a collection of modern ordnance was
installed to service the new battery. In 1836, the tavern and boarding house that had stood outside
the fort’s 1814 gates since 1799 were removed. As a precaution against encroaching industrial and
residential development, the U.S. Government purchased an additional 25 acres of land and a 10-foot
wall and gate were erected in 1837 along the expanded northwest perimeter.3' Work was finally
completed in December 1839. The total cost of the 10-year construction program at Fort McHenry
stood at $143,352.3

New projects continued to be implemented at Fort McHenry in the years prior to the Civil War.
Construction began on a new hospital building just south of the entrance and the former 1814
hospital was converted into the commanding officer’s quarters. Three brick stables were erected to
the northwest of the old hospital and completed prior to 1843. The use of new open space as drill
grounds and additions of ordnance storerooms, as well as a cemetery on the southern edge of the
property marked the major changes to the post in the 1850s.33

28 Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications of the United States, 39-42.

29 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 30.

30 Thompson and Newcomb, Historic Structure Report, Fort McHenry Historical and Architectural Data, Fort McHenry
National Monument and Historic Shrine, Maryland, 42.

31 Pousson, Draft chronology of events associated with the acquisition of the real property comprising Fort McHenry,
Baltimore, Maryland, by the U.S. Government, 1.

32 Sheads, Fort McHenry, 50.

33 Cheek, Balicki, and Pousson, “On the Shore Dimly Seen...”: An Archeological Overview, Fort McHenry National

Monument and Historic Shrine, Baltimore, Maryland, 18.
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THE CIVIL WAR

Despite its slide into strategic obsolescence by the mid-nineteenth century, Fort McHenry assumed an
important role during the Civil War. After the secession of South Carolina from the Union and the
outbreak of war in April 1861, the federal garrison at the fort found itself increasingly isolated as
Baltimore erupted into a hotbed of Pro-Southern sentiment. On April 19, 1861, an angry mob attacked
federal troops on Pratt Street in downtown Baltimore. The next day, Confederate sympathizers
planned to march on Fort McHenry, but were dissuaded when garrison commander Captain John C.
Robinson threatened to turn his guns on the heart of the city in reprisal. Any menace of additional
violence subsided following the federal occupation of Baltimore on May 6, 1861.3*

The onset of Civil War spurred emergency construction at Fort McHenry between 1861 and 1865 as
evidenced by two perspective illustrations of the site published at the start and middle of the conflict
(Figures 2-5 and 2-6). Two of the three existing brick stables were converted to prisons, while a row
of new barracks, a cookhouse, a large powder magazine, and gallows were erected at the northern
and southern limits of the fort’s expanded grounds. Two Quartermaster ordnance storehouses and a
chapel were built adjacent to a roadway just north of the Star Fort.?

Lith &ring . Suchag &0 1045 Craies . Baieo, 4ot

Figure 2-5. 1861 Lithograph by E. Sachse, “Fort McHenry, Baltimore, Md.” (Source: Library of Congress, Prints and Photographs
Division, Washington D.C., copy on file at the Harpers Ferry Center, Charles Town, WV).

34 Brugger, Maryland, A Middle Temperament, 1634-1980, 276, 279.

35 Cheek, Balicki, and Pousson, “On the Shore Dimly Seen...”: An Archeological Overview, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine, Baltimore, Maryland, 18.

36 Unknown, John Merryman.

37 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 33-34.
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LATE NINETEENTH AND EARLY TWENTIETH CENTURIES

Fort McHenry's effectiveness as a coastal defense installation continued to decline in the decades
after the war. Over the course of the late nineteenth century, the primary defenses of Baltimore
harbor were shifted to Fort Carroll, a casemated, Third System of fortification started in the 1840s and
located in the middle of the Patapsco River, seven miles south of the harbor. 3% Relegated to a second-
status position, Fort McHenry was described in the mid-1870s, as “almost useless” from a defensive
perspective. However, the War Department’s Chief Engineer continued to argue for the retention of
Fort McHenry to maintain a garrison in close proximity to Baltimore.>®

Innovations in rifled artillery during the Civil War allowed for greater accuracy and impact of
projectiles with delivery at much greater ranges than what had been previously attainable. Masonry-
built defenses like Fort McHenry were effectively rendered outdated by the new weaponry, which
easily punctured brick ramparts.?° In an attempt to modernize the fort’s weaponry and defenses, five
15-inch Rodman Guns were installed at Fort McHenry in 1866.4" Other improvements made to the
fort during this period included: the construction of a new chapel near the hospital; a row of officer
quarters housing to the northeast of the Star Fort and new Commanding Officer’'s Quarters to the
north of the fort; conversion of the Civil War-era prisons into enlisted men’s quarters; and upgrades
to the sewer system.* In 1870, plans were formalized to replace the 1814 lower water battery with
a mammoth, earthen water battery with emplacements for 25 15-inch Rodman Guns and covered
magazines. Work commenced on the new water battery in 1873 but lack of funding halted the
project in 1876 with only 10 gun emplacements and three magazines brought to completion.*®

Rapid commercial and population growth in the mid-nineteenth century also contributed to the
fort’s outmodedness; pushing the City of Baltimore’s municipal limits far beyond Fort McHenry to the
south and east along both banks of the Patapsco River.** As development advanced to the southern
reaches of the harbor, shipping industries petitioned the federal government to sell the property at
Locust Point (formerly Whetstone Point). Evidence of this pressure was manifested in 1878, when
Congress authorized the sale of five acres in the northwest corner of the site to the Baltimore Drydock
Company.*

With a national economy mired in depression and a political unwillingness to invest additional
money into aging and outdated seacoast defenses, Congressional authorizations for large-scale
improvements and repairs at Fort McHenry were drastically curtailed after 1875 and the fort fell into

38 Kanarek, The Mid-Atlantic Engineers: A History of the Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1774-1974, 27.
39 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 50.

40 Lewis, Seacoast Fortifications of the United States, 66-67.

41 Sheads, Fort McHenry, 67.
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44 Arnold, “Suburban Growth and Municipal Annexation in Baltimore, 1745-1918,” 117-118.

45 Kanarek, The Mid-Atlantic Engineers: A History of the Baltimore District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1774-1974, 80.



a long period of disrepair over the course of the late nineteenth century. Continuing problems with
soil erosion required the removal of the circa 1852 cemetery and relocation of graves to the National
Cemetery located in west Baltimore in 1892. Three of the old Star Fort barracks were stripped of their
two-story porches in 1894, and the buildings were primarily used for supply storage. That same year,
the second story of the junior officer’s barracks was removed and the building was converted into a
bakery. A coat of whitewash was also applied to the Star Fort brick masonry in an attempt to mask
the deteriorated appearance of the property.*

Despite its declining condition, Fort McHenry increasingly assumed the role of a public park, becoming
a popular recreation site among Baltimore citizens after the Civil War. Post inspection reports noted
constant problems with earthwork erosion due to people walking on the slopes. Some efforts were
also made on the part of the fort's commanders to accommodate the visitors and beautify the grounds
through tree plantings and walkway improvements.*’

DEFENDERS’ DAY AND STAR-SPANGLED BANNER SESQUICENTENNIAL CELEBRATIONS

During the early 1880s, a growing awareness also emerged among the local public regarding Fort
McHenry's significant role in the Battle of Baltimore and Francis Scott Key's authorship of “The Star-
Spangled Banner”; defining moments that helped shape the national character of the young republic.
Local historians, patriotic groups, and the news media championed the triumphant return of the
original Star-Spangled Banner to Baltimore and monuments were erected in the city to Key and the
fort’'s commander during the bombardment, Lieutenant Colonel George Armistead. In September
1889, President Benjamin Harrison attended the opening day of a series of weeklong events marking
the seventy-fifth Defenders’ Day anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore, which culminated in a
dramatic reenactment of the bombardment of Fort McHenry.*

DETERIORATION AND CLOSURE

Alarmed by the War Department’s neglect of Fort McHenry and its waning military importance, local
groups, including the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland, the Daughters and Sons of the American
Revolution, and the Maryland Historical Society organized the first campaign to improve conditions
and preserve the fort as a national monument in the 1890s. Although Fort McHenry briefly served as
a training facility during the Spanish-American War in 1898, local concerns grew that the post would
soon be abandoned. In 1902, the first congressional legislation was introduced that would have
allowed the City of Baltimore to assume ownership of Fort McHenry for use as a public park, but the
bill later died in committee.*

46 Thompson and Newcomb, Historic Structure Report, Fort McHenry Historical and Architectural Data, Fort McHenry
National Monument and Historic Shrine, Maryland, 79.
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48 von Lunz, “Overlooked Heritage in a National Park,” 26-27.
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By 1905, all infantry companies had been transferred from the fort, and public outcry halted plans for
the Agriculture Department to purchase the site and convert it to a cattle quarantine yard. In 1907,
patriotic organizations purchased Fort McHenry's obsolete ordnance to prevent it from being sold
for scrap by the War Department and began advocating for the establishment of Fort McHenry as a
national park.®*® That same year, the War Department, reversed its earlier decision and issued a lease
of the property to the Maryland Naval Brigade reserves for use in training exercises.>' The decision to
close the aging fort arrived five years later. On July 21, 1912, the 141 Company Coast Artillery Corps
formally vacated the post. Fort McHenry’s distinguished, 120-year history of service in the coastal
defense of the United States had come to an end (Figure 2-7).>2

While decrying the War Department’s closure of Fort McHenry in the press, Baltimore city leaders,
Governor Austin Crothers’ Committee of Forty, the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland, and
other local and state patriotic groups worked with their congressional representatives to ensure the
fort’s preservation and build public support for the effort.>®* United States Senator Isidor Rayner of
Maryland introduced legislation in 1911 to designate Fort McHenry as a national park, but Senate Bill
6394 was stripped of much of its language and blocked in the House of Representatives the following
year.”* Meanwhile, the Treasury Department began planning for the development of a national
immigration station on a thin parcel of the Fort McHenry site adjacent to the northern waterfront.
In March 1913, the War Department formally ceded 3.25 acres for construction of the immigration
facility under provisions of the Public Buildings Act. The land transfer and resulting boundary change
reduced the grounds of Fort McHenry to 52.9 acres.>®

USE AS A CITY PARK AND CENTENNIAL COMMEMORATION

After the failure of Senator Raynor’s bill and with an eye on the impending centennial celebrations
of the Battle of Baltimore and “The Star-Spangled Banner,” preservation advocates returned to the
earlier plan that could expediently establish Fort McHenry as a municipal park. In 1913, Maryland
representative J. Charles Linthicum introduced as series of bills in the House of Representatives to
further these aims. Linthicum’s House Resolution (HR) 7302, which sought to place supervision of
Fort McHenry under the City of Baltimore, died in committee.*® A second, similarly worded bill was
introduced during the next session of Congress and was approved on May 26, 1914. Provisions within
the Act reserved the land previously granted for the immigration station and gave the Secretary of
War the power to terminate “permission to use said grounds whenever and at such time as he may
deem it expedient to do so.”"’
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52 “Its Last Day As A Fort.”
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54 “House Blocks Fort Museum.”
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In addition, Linthicum sponsored a supporting appropriations bill, H.R. 11174, to provide $500,000
in funding for the design and construction of monuments on Fort McHenry grounds as part of events
commemorating the 100" anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and Francis Scott Key's writing of the
national anthem.® City leaders retained the prominent landscape architect, Frederick Law Olmsted,
Jr., to consult on the design of the park.>® While the Baltimore Sun welcomed improvements at Fort
McHenry and the contributions of the Olmsted firm, it cautioned that any “new things that are to
added...should harmonize with and supplement the old, not crowd them out of sight and memory."”%

The City of Baltimore accepted jurisdiction of the Fort McHenry site on June 18, 1914.5" The cost
of upgrading the grounds for use as a public park was estimated at $138,000.52> Three months
later, Baltimore and Fort McHenry hosted the National Star-Spangled Banner Centennial Week. As
part of the festivities, the Maryland Daughters of the American Revolution installed a number of
memorial tablets throughout the city honoring the events and people of the War of 1812. Markers
commemorating the privateers of 1812 and Francis Scott Key were dedicated at Fort McHenry on
September 10, 1914 with Key's grandson and 5,000 spectators in attendance.®®* The week concluded
on September 12, 1914 with a speech by William Jennings Bryan and the dedication of a bronze
statue of Lieutenant Colonel George Armistead, which was unveiled amid a chorus of 6,500 Baltimore
schoolchildren who formed a human flag with red, white and blue placards and joined in singing the
“Star-Spangled Banner.”®

On July 4, 1915, the City's Bath Commission opened the Municipal Bathing Beach at Fort McHenry at
the western corner of the park. The Civil War-era powder magazine was converted into a bathhouse,
the courtyard area served as a changing area with showers, and sand was dumped along the seawall
to provide an improvised beachfront. Separate swimming areas were designated for white males
and females. Children’s swimming classes were also provided. It was estimated that 40,000 Baltimore
residents visited the beach during its first month of operation.®> Despite its popularity with the
public, Fort McHenry's tenure as a municipal playground proved to be brief. By 1917, the widespread
fighting among the powers of Europe threatened to pull the United States into the conflict and Fort
McHenry was called once again into service.

A RETURN TO SERVICE DURING WORLD WAR |

On April 29, 1917, 23 days after the United States issued a declaration of war on Germany, the War
Department notified Baltimore city leaders that it would negate the park lease and resume authority
of Fort McHenry. Three months later, on July 16, 1917, the park was ordered closed to the public.%®
The Fourth and Fifth Regiments of the Maryland National Guard were stationed at Fort McHenry
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throughout the remainder of the summer. War Department plans were issued in September of 1917
that the fort site and the newly completed immigration station would be used as U.S. Army General
Hospital No. 2 to accommodate an estimated 1,000 wounded soldiers.?’

Operating rooms and recovery wards were initially housed in many of Fort McHenry's auxiliary
buildings that dated from the mid-nineteenth century. Near the end of 1917, it was announced that
18 new hospital buildings would be built on lands surrounding the historic Star Fort.®® U.S. Army
General Hospital No.2 was noted for its advances in reconstructive surgery and occupational therapy
for returning wounded soldiers and the facility also offered a number of recreational activates for
patients including organized baseball, basketball, and bowling.5°

Over the course of the war, over 100 frame and cinder block temporary buildings were erected
throughout the site to house over 3,000 patients and 1,000 hospital personnel.” A 1919 panoramic
map of U.S. Army General Hospital No. 2 depicts the density and scale of the new buildings,
transportation, and utility infrastructure almost at its fullest extent, occupying the near entirety of
the old Fort McHenry grounds. Local Baltimore papers touted the sprawling facility as the Army’s
largest hospital in the United States.”” While the Army Construction Quartermaster at Fort McHenry
took pains to note “all the above-ground historical landmarks have been religiously respected,” the
sheer scope of the hospital construction project took a negative toll on much of the fort’s historic
landscape.”

The signing of the Treaty of Versailles on June 28, 1919 brought an end to the fighting in Europe
and raised new questions about the future plans for U.S. Army General Hospital Number 2 and Fort
McHenry. With the War Department signaling that it would eventually abandon the hospital, city,
state, and other federal agencies began preliminary negotiations in early 1920 to obtain portions
of the property (Figure 2-8).”* In May of that year, the Army hospital was transferred to U.S. Public
Health Service to operate as a veteran’s hospital.”* With local advocates and the Maryland Society
of the War of 1812 reigniting the dormant campaign to preserve the fort, Maryland’s congressional
delegation sponsored legislation to return the historic property to the City of Baltimore in 1921.7®
Despite some protests by some ex-military members, the U.S. Veterans Bureau began plans to close
the hospital at Fort McHenry in December 1922. By October 31, 1923, all of the patients had been
relocated.” Lying vacant and surrounded by modern development, the historic Fort once again faced

an uncertain future.
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\_Establishment of Fort McHenry
——= as a National Monument
and Historic Shrine

orrified disbelief’ was the reaction among many Baltimoreans to the War Department’s
announcement on October 20, 1921 that it would soon close the veterans’ hospital

facility at Fort McHenry and auction the entire property to private interests along

with other Government-owned, surplus real estate in the area. Key Compton and John R. Bland,

two prominent local business leaders and strong advocates for the restoration of the historic Fort,

viewed the proposed sale as “almost a desecration, a sacrilege.””” The Society of the War of 1812 in

Maryland and the Maryland Historical Society also joined in the fray and quickly assumed leadership

roles in the fight to retain the fort. Although the Baltimore Sun expressed a need for “strong and

concerted action” among private individuals and groups, city and state authorities, and the Maryland

Congressional delegation, the three-year legislative campaign to save Fort McHenry was hindered by

competing views regarding the site’s permanent ownership and management.’®
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RETURN TO THE NATIONAL PARK CONCEPT

Two days after the initial notice, War Secretary John
Weeks sought to deflect criticism of the proposed sale,
arguing that disposing of Fort McHenry would require
Congressional approval. Key Compton, President of the
Merchants and Manufacturers Association of Baltimore
and a descendant of Francis Scott Key, was especially
taken aback by suggestions to sell Fort McHenry.
Compton had been working with John Bland and U.S.
Senator O.E. Weller of Maryland to prepare plans for the
restoration of the fort to its 1814 appearance and vowed
to “raise all the hell | can about even the suggestion
that Fort McHenry to be put up for sale,” claiming
“any red-blooded American would do the same thing

(Figure 3-1)."7 Members of the Maryland Congressional

Figure 3-1. Page 2 of the Pamphlet, “Fort McHenry
1812 - 1814" by John R. Bland (Source: National Park H ; H
Service, Harpers Ferry Center, Charles Town, WV). delegation, including Senator Weller, Senator Joseph

France, and Representatives J. Charles Linthicum and

77 “Move to Sell Fort McHenry Resented Here,” Baltimore Sun (Baltimore, Maryland, October 21, 1921), 22.
78 “Strong and Concerted Action,” Baltimore Sun (Baltimore, Maryland, October 29, 1921), 6.
79 “Says Fort's Future Rests with Congress,” Baltimore Sun (Baltimore, Maryland, October 22, 1921), 18.



22

John Philip Hill, quickly convened in Washington D.C. to develop a legislative response.®® On October
24, 1921, Representative Linthicum introduced H.R. 8816 directing the Secretary of War to grant Fort
McHenry to the mayor and City of Baltimore, ostensibly for use again as a public park. That same day,
Representative Hill introduced H.R. 8819 to “preserve in perpetuity Forts McHenry and Carroll.”#

This time, however, a return to the pre-war status of municipal control was no longer considered to
be feasible among many in Baltimore and Maryland who now firmly believed Fort McHenry should be
designated as a national park. The establishment of Yellowstone National Park in 1872 had provided
the basis of what would eventually develop into the modern national park system. The drive to make
Fort McHenry a national park was predicated on the national battlefield and military park models
that primarily developed in the eastern United States during the 1890s.

Precedents for Congressional funding of military commemorations began with the creation of the
national cemetery system during the Civil War and continued with U.S. Centennial-inspired dedications
of a number of Revolutionary War monuments in the 1870s and 1880s.82 In an effort to preserve
and memorialize major battles of the Civil War, honor aging veterans of the conflict, and strengthen
national unity, Congress established a Civil War national battlefield park system beginning with
Chickamauga and Chattanooga in 1890 and continuing with Shiloh in 1894, Gettysburg in 1895, and
Vicksburg in 1899.82 Administration of the national battlefield parks was placed under authority
of the War Department and the concept of Federal preservation of significant military properties
quickly gained popularity after the turn of the century. Between 1901 and 1904, Congressional
authorization was sought for an additional 23 national parks, prompting managerial and funding
concerns, and leading to the creation of a National Military Park Commission in 1902 to oversee the
Federal Government’s expanded role in the preservation of historic military sites.?

Appeals to make Fort McHenry a national park were initially raised in Baltimore Sun editorials shortly
after the military reservation’s closure in 1906. Over the next few years, Maryland Governors Edwin
Warfield and Austin Crothers, Major General Clinton L. Riggs, the adjunct general of the State of
Maryland, and Baltimore Mayor J. Barry Mahool also publicly advocated for national military park
designation of the fort.®> Legislation sponsored by U.S. Senator Isidor Rayner of Maryland in 1911
sought to provide “for the appointment of three engineers to make plans for a National Park, at
the site known as Fort McHenry, and for other purposes,” but ultimately failed due to a lack of
congressional support.8¢
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The fiery Key Compton was among the first advocates to again call for national park designation for
Fort McHenry in 1921. Pointing to the fort’'s important role in the Battle of Baltimore and association
with “The Star-Spangled Banner” during the War of 1812, Compton argued that the historic site held
far greater national significance than to serve as a common municipal park for bathing and general
recreation. He expressed this opinion in a heated letter sent on October 21, 1921 to Senator O.E.
Weller upon hearing the news that the site could soon be sold:

Fort McHenry should not only belong to the citizens of the city of Baltimore and the
State of Maryland, but should be the property of the whole United States, and should
be so preserved as to make it a point of interest to every citizen in this country.®’

Others doubted whether the Baltimore City government could provide long-term political and
financial stability to properly administer a municipal park at Fort McHenry.® In a letter written to
Maryland Governor Albert Ritchie, Compton reiterated his desire to see the fort established as a
national park and administered by the Federal Government. He further speculated that his personal
view might also be “the general sentiment of the community."” &

On October 25, 1921, the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland held its Annual Meeting at the
Belvedere Hotel in Baltimore. After electing its officers, the society adopted a resolution that echoed
Compton’s sentiments, calling for the Federal Government to retain and restore Fort McHenry as a
“national memorial park.” It demanded that legislation furthering this outcome be enacted at once.*

DISAGREEMENTS AND DELAYS

Members of the Maryland Congressional delegation appeared to be confounded by local desires
to establish Fort McHenry as a national park rather than have the site handed over to the city’s
jurisdiction. In a letter to Alfred J. Carr, President of the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland
dated October 28, 1921, Representative Linthicum touted his previous work to save Fort McHenry
before the war and stated confidence in his bill to transfer use of Fort McHenry to the City of
Baltimore. Yet he also recognized “the desire of many to have it made a National Park” and while
open to this option, Linthicum sounded a note of caution about the Federal Government’s ability

87 Key Compton, “To the Hon. O.E. Weller, United States Senate,” Correspondence, October 21, 1921, Society of the
War of 1812 in the State of Maryland Collection, Special Collections Department, Langsdale Library, University of
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and commitment to financially maintain the park.®’ In a reply to Key Compton on November 8,
1921, Senator Weller claimed that there was practically no difference between city ownership and
the Federal Government’s preservation of the fort as a national military park. Furthermore, he
expressed doubts that the Maryland delegation could unite behind any national park establishing
legislation for Fort McHenry, cryptically adding, “You will see the difficulties that would be in the
way of accomplishing this."”*2

U.S.SenatorJoseph France acknowledged that there were “two divergentviews asto how Fort McHenry
should be cared for” both at the local level and within the Maryland Congressional delegation.®
Senators Weller and France, as well as Representative Albert Blakeney of Maryland’s Second District
supported national park designation for Fort McHenry as championed by Key Compton, John R.
Bland, the Society of the War of 1812, and the Maryland Historical Society.®* Baltimore City officials,
Representatives Linthicum and Hill, and War Secretary Weeks favored local ownership. In an open
letter to Key Compton, Linthicum cited the large number of military sites that were to be abandoned
by the Federal Government and predicted that it would be “impossible” to secure Congressional
appropriation for maintenance of the fort.*> City officials also objected to the stringent Federal
regulations that would be associated with public use of the national military park.%®

Representatives Hill and Linthicum’s initial bills ultimately died in committee, suffering from a lack
of unified support in Baltimore and within the halls of Congress. To solve the impasse, Senator
France suggested holding a public hearing attended by the Maryland congressional delegation and
local stakeholders to decide on the future of Fort McHenry. The meeting was held at the Maryland
Historical Society on January 24, 1922 and a majority consensus was reached that the fort should
become a national park under Federal supervision. 7

Starting in early March 1922, a series of legislative measures were enacted or introduced at the federal,
state, and local levels to achieve the commonly shared goal. Joint Resolution No. 1 was passed by
the Legislature of the State of Maryland and approved by the Governor. It called for the restoration
of Fort McHenry and maintenance of the property by the Federal Government as a national park.%®
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The Baltimore City Council followed suit on March 14, 1922.% Two days later, on March 16, 1922,
Senator France introduced S.B. 3349 to amend the Act of 1914, which granted the City of Baltimore
the use of the fort, to provide for the restoration of Fort McHenry, and to permanently preserve it
as a national park and “perpetual national memorial shrine.” Representative Linthicum introduced
similar legislation in the House on March 28, 1922. The following month, the Maryland Daughters
of the War of 1812 joined the campaign to save the fort by introducing a resolution at their annual
council urging the national society to endorse Fort McHenry's designation as a national park.™

By late 1922, little headway had been made on the Fort McHenry national park bill, prompting John
R. Bland to publicly condemn the Maryland congressional delegation for the delay in passing the
legislation. Meanwhile, the Veterans’ Bureau announced on January 1, 1923 that it was preparing
plans to vacate the Fort McHenry hospital facility. Bland singled out Senator France in particular for
failing to act and complained that “the people of Baltimore never can expect to get any action from
Congress...if our distinguished Representatives and Senators propose to do nothing but pass the buck
from one to the other.”'® Representative Linthicum blamed the failure to secure the legislation on
other pressing matters that were consuming the attention of the War Department and hoped to find
a resolution in the next session of Congress; however, patience among Fort McHenry supporters in
Baltimore and Maryland had already worn thin.'%

On October 23, 1923, the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland passed a resolution at its 109t
Annual Meeting, calling Fort McHenry “one of the Meccas of American patriotism and glory” and
expressing “profound regret” at the delay in passage of the stalled bill. Copies of the resolution were
sent to each member of Maryland'’s congressional delegation, the governor, and the Mayor of the
City of Baltimore.'® The Society also enlisted the support of the National Society of the War of 1812
in Boston, Massachusetts and other patriotic groups throughout the country.

CREATION OF FORT MCHENRY NATIONAL PARK

Redoubling his efforts in the face of previous defeats, Representative Linthicum introduced a third
national park bill on January 11, 1924, which was soon referred to the Committee on Military Affairs.'%
H.R. 5261 was practically identical to the failed measure that had died in committee the previous year
(H.R. 11083); however it was bolstered by President Warren G. Harding'’s visit to Fort McHenry on June
14, 1922 as part of the celebration of the 145" anniversary of the United States flag and the unveiling
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of a new monument on the grounds honoring Francis Scott Key and “The Star-Spangled Banner."”'%
Linthicum’s new legislation also benefitted from coordinated lobbying by state and local authorities,
in addition to the groundswell of popular support cultivated through the efforts of the Society of
the War of 1812 in Maryland and other individuals and private organizations located in Baltimore,
greater Maryland, and beyond.'”’

A hearing for the bill was held before the House Military Affairs Committee on April 16, 1924 with
members of the Society of the War of 1812 in attendance. By May 1924, H.R. 5261 had been reported
by the committee and was recommended for passage by the House of Representatives in the Second
Session of the 68™ Congress.'® On February 16, 1925, Representatives Hill and Linthicum strongly
argued for passage of the bill before the House (Figure 3-2). To sounds of applause, Representative
Hill cast the vote as a declaration of patriotism, exclaiming:

Figure 3-2. Interior View of the Deteriorated Condition of Fort McHenry, circa 1924-1925. (Source: The Baltimore Sun, copy on
file at National Park Service, Harpers Ferry Center, Charles Town, WV).
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No man who has heard “The Star-Spangled Banner” ring across the battle fields where
America has stood for her freedom can fail to respond to the demand of patriotic men
and women that Fort McHenry be thus perpetuated. | hope the bill will pass.

Representative Linthicum offered a more measured appeal, providing context for the fort's historic
significance and basic cost estimates of required repairs and restorations. The measure was
unanimously passed with minor amendments.’® Although War Secretary Weeks remained in favor
of city ownership of Fort McHenry, sentiment among the Maryland congressional delegation was that
he would ultimately support the national park bill.""® Senator William Caball Bruce, Joseph France’s
successor, reported H.R. 5261 to the U.S. Senate 11 days later on February 27, 1925, where it was also
passed without objections."""

The Act of Congress to make Fort McHenry “a national park and perpetual national memorial shrine
as the birthplace of the immortal song “The Star-Spangled Banner” was presented to President Calvin
Coolidge and finally signed into law on March 3, 1925. It was the first national park established
to memorialize the War of 1812. Language within the Act directed the War Department to
administer the park and to initiate repairs and improvements of the fort “grounds, buildings, and
other appurtenances...at the expense of the United States”; however, no Congressional funding
was appropriated for the work. Instead, money for the restoration of Fort McHenry, which could
not exceed the low sum of $50,000, was to be derived from salvaged hospital buildings and surplus
construction materials. Additional provisions allowed for the continued operation of a light and
fog signal station used by the Commerce Department on the site and maintained the Treasury
Department’'s management of the Immigration Station adjacent to Fort’s northern boundary. Finally,
like the 1914 Act, which transferred jurisdiction to the City of Baltimore, the Secretary of War was
granted authorization to close Fort McHenry in the case of a national emergency and use the property
for military purposes as needed.'"?

In the wake of the signing, the Veterans Bureau formally announced to the War Department that
it would relinquish all “rights and interests” in Fort McHenry. Just over a week later, the U.S. Army
Real Estate Division began survey work to distinguish historically significant properties and prepare
for the salvage of surplus buildings.'* Meanwhile, an event was thrown by the Maryland Society of
the War of 1812 and the Maryland Historical Society, on April 27, 1925, to celebrate the designation
of Fort McHenry as a national park."*
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While the administrative transfer
of Fort McHenry in early 1926 was
relatively seamless, inadequate
Congressional funding hampered the
War Department’s managed restoration
of the site over the next three years. The
deteriorated condition of the Star Fort
and surrounding landscape became a
source of contention between the U.S.
Army and local preservation advocates.
Baltimore newspapers criticized the
slow pace of repairs under the direction
of the War Department Quartermaster
General and one city official publicly

denounced the neglected appearance of
the fort as “a national disgrace” (Figure
3-3)."> Representative Linthicum again
heeded the call to assist Fort McHenry.
He introduced H.R. 204, which provided

Figure 3-3. John Phillip Hill and J. Charles Linthicum, 1927 (Source: $81,678 in additional appropriations
Library of Congress, National Photo Company Collection, Prints and {5 \War Department restorations and

Photographs Division, Washington D.C.).

was authorized in March 1928."¢ With
many of the major repairs completed or underway, Assistant War Secretary F. Trubee Davison formally
dedicated Fort McHenry as a National Park on September 12, 1928 with 20,000 people in attendance.'"’

“THE STAR-SPANGLED BANNER” AS THE NATIONAL ANTHEM

As restoration work continued at Fort McHenry during the late 1920s, other Marylanders were engaged
in a separate campaign that would greatly bolster the growing recognition among many American
citizens of the fort's extraordinary significance within the national identity. The U.S. Navy and the U.S.
Army adopted John Philip Sousa’s composition of “The Star-Spangled Banner” for morning colors in 1889
and 1897, respectively and the military’s use of the song reignited the popularity of Francis Scott Key’s
‘immortal poem’ among the American public at the end of the nineteenth century. In 1913, J. Charles
Linthicum and Jefferson Levy of New York initiated the first of many failed legislative efforts to make
“The Star-Spangled Banner” the country’s national anthem.'®
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Despite criticisms of its martial tone and
difficulty to sing, the song’s status was
reinforced by President Woodrow Wilson’s
executive order issued in 1916 to play “The
Star-Spangled Banner” as the recognized
national anthem for all branches of the U.S.
Armed Forces. The President’s directive
was binding only for the military, however.
Throughout the 1920s, Ella Virginia Houck
Holloway (better known as Mrs. Reuben

Ross Holloway), the President of the
Maryland Society of the United States
Daughters of 1812 and Representative
Linthicum consistently championed for
the designation of Key’'s song as the
official national hymn for all Americans
(Figure 3-4). Their tireless work was finally
rewarded when President Herbert Hoover
signed Public Law No. 823 on March 3,
1931, making “The Star-Spangled Banner”

Figure 3-4. Mrs. Reuben Ross Holloway, circa 1931 (Source:

the national anthem of the United States Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine Museum
Collection: Archival Documents).

of America."®

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE AND CONSOLIDATION OF WAR DEPARTMENT
PARKS

President Woodrow Wilson created the NPS as part of the Interior Department in 1915. Although
intended to “promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as national parks, monuments,
and reservations,” the establishing act did not consolidate administration of all federal parks and
monuments under the new agency. Management of national monuments and parks previously
established within the Departments of Agriculture and War under the auspices of the American
Antiquities Act of 1906 and the Military Parks System were retained among those departments for
the next 17 years.'?®

Shortly after the creation of the NPS, Stephen Mather, the first director of the NPS and his assistant
(and eventual successor), Horace Albright, began campaigning to consolidate administration of War
Department parks within the Department of the Interior and preliminary attempts at consolidation
were made during the Harding and Hoover administrations in the mid-1920s and early 1930s.
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Albright in particular was attracted to the “historic associations” of the military parks and viewed the
War Department’'s management policies and standards of its historic properties as unsatisfactory.'
Furthermore, both Mather and Albright also recognized that for the NPS to remain an independent
and viable federal agency, it was imperative to move beyond its original focus on natural conservation
in western parks and expand its role in the preservation of historic sites that were primarily located in
the eastern United States. The benefits of this strategy were twofold: expansion in the east served as
a means of increasing the NPS ’s influence within Congress and second, the region’s larger population
would engage a larger, national audience.®

Responding to the economic hardships of the Great Depression, legislation was enacted just prior to
the inauguration of Franklin Roosevelt that authorized the President the ability to reorganize the
executive branch as a means to reduce federal spending and streamline government operations.
Sensing an opportunity, NPS Director Albright personally petitioned Roosevelt and Interior Department
Secretary Harold Ickes to consolidate all War Department national parks and battlefields under the
jurisdiction of the NPS . President Roosevelt agreed with Albright, and on June 10, 1933 he signed
Executive Order No. 6166, which consolidated executive agency functions and transferred all War
Department military parks and monuments, as well as those of the Forest Service, and the National
Capital Parks in Washington D.C. under the authority of the NPS. Full compliance with the executive
order went into effect one month later on August 25, 1933.'3

The War Department, which had seen 14 new battlefields authorized between 1926 and 1933, was
amenable to the transfer, primarily as a cost-cutting measure.'” However, a few supporters of Fort
McHenry were wary of the move. James Hancock, President of the Society of the War of 1812 in
Maryland, appealed to both Interior Secretary Ickes and President Roosevelt that Fort McHenry may
be exempted from the executive order. Hancock praised the “sympathetic cooperation” of Colonel
Alvin K. Baskette, Quartermaster of the Third Army Corps, who directed the restoration of the fort
and questioned the ability of the Interior Department’s local agents.'®

Following the administrative transfer of Fort McHenry, some in Baltimore bristled at NPS control.
To several veterans who had been engaged in the decades-old campaign to save Fort McHenry, the
NPS was viewed as a western interloper, not fully comprehending the fort’s distinctive history and
ignorant of its local and military-related traditions. James Hancock in particular was sharply critical
of NPS management plans for the development of museum collections and decisions regarding
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custodian housing in buildings within the Star Fort and the location of the park comfort station.'?
Meanwhile, Army Quartermaster Alvin Baskette took offense to alleged remarks by NPS Landscape
Architect Charles Peterson that the arrangement of commemorative cherry and oak tree plantings
and other shrubbery on the fort grounds to be “too military and formal.” Baskette complained that
NPS personnel failed to grasp the historical associations and significance of the War Department’s
landscape plan, fuming, “I lack expletives enough to really express myself properly. The same idea
applies to everything done down here.”'?

DESIGNATION AS A NATIONAL MONUMENT AND HISTORIC SHRINE

Dissatisfaction with the NPS management of Fort McHenry manifested itself again in 1937 when
congressional legislation was reported to the House Committee on Public Lands that proposed to
change the title of “Fort McHenry National Park” to “Fort McHenry National Monument.”'?® The
name change of Fort McHenry, along with that of Abraham Lincoln National Park, was intended
to distinguish between the larger parks in the West from the smaller, national monument category
applied to other NPS-managed historic fort sites in eastern states like Fort Pulaski in Georgia and Fort
Matanzas in Florida.’””® Members of the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland strenuously objected
to the Interior Department-supported measure, which they claimed was another example of the
pro-western park bias among NPS senior officials. NPS Director Arno Cammerer’s explanation for
reclassification seemed to justify this criticism. In an Interior Department memorandum he claimed
that, “persons who come to Abraham Lincoln and the Fort McHenry National Park inevitably are
disappointed because they do not measure up to the Grand Canyon, or Yellowstone and other
national parks that they have visited and as a result suffer by comparison.”'%

Although officially designated as a National Park in 1925, local supporters always assigned Fort
McHenry with an elevated status as a “National Shrine,” because it was believed that the fort was
a place of inspiration to Francis Scott Key, motivating him to write the poem that would become
our national anthem. In a letter to Congressman Representative Stephen W. Gambrill of Maryland,
Society President James Hancock railed against “the unsympathetic bureaucratic attitude” of the
Department of the Interior and “the recent innovations of some of its school boy historians rapidly
changing the traditional value of Fort McHenry to the nation.”™" “To our mind,” Hancock wrote:
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Fort McHenry is neither a ‘National Park’ nor a ‘National Monument,’ but a distinctly
historical place where people can go to review and renew those patriotic impulses
that had much to do in making the national character.'*

In order to pacify these complaints and head off a growing local controversy, NPS Director Cammerer
and Congressman Gambrill worked out a compromise that proved acceptable to all parties. The new
title would reference the original wording in the 1925 establishing legislation that proclaimed the
fort a “national park and perpetual memorial shrine.” On August 11, 1939, the name of the site was
officially changed to Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, making it the only NPS
unit with a dual designation.*
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lanning and development for Fort McHenry can be broken down into seven periods between

1925 and the present. Beginning with the War Department’s restoration of the property in

the mid-1920s and onward under the NPS, each has left an imprint on the park’s management
strategies for the future. Shifting administrative philosophies and budgeting priorities, critical events,
as well as external pressures have played a role in shaping the park’s development throughout the
twentieth century.

WAR DEPARTMENT MANAGEMENT AND RESTORATION, 1925-1933

With President Coolidge’s designation of Fort McHenry as a national military park on March 3, 1925,
the War Department was directed to restore the forlorn property “to such a condition as would make
it suitable for preservation permanently as a national park and perpetual shrine as the birthplace
of the immortal song “The Star-Spangled Banner.” No congressional funding was appropriated for
the work and the War Department was expected to cover construction expenses through the sale of
non-historic, surplus materials and buildings from the World War | Army General Hospital Number
2. As a result of sporadic financing and the failure to develop a fully formulated restoration plan,
repair work at Fort McHenry was often plagued by long construction delays and subject to criticism
by local newspapers and preservation supporters during the War Department’s management of the
park from 1925 through 1933.

Preliminary planning and early restoration got off to a promising start over the first year of work.
On April 3 1925, the Veterans Bureau formally notified the War Department that it was resigning
“all rights and interests” in Fort McHenry. Just over a week later, U.S. Army Quartermaster General
William Hart ordered the Army Real Estate Division to begin a property survey of the former hospital
grounds, including neighboring areas administered by the USACE and the Treasury and Commerce
departments. Meanwhile, $6,000 was apportioned for the hiring of a small group of laborers
responsible for the maintenance and protection of the historic Star Fort under the direction of the
Quartermaster General.’*

In October, the Army received $28,522.35 for the clearance and salvage of all temporary buildings at
Fort McHenry and grading of the site. This sum fell far below the estimated $50,000 the properties
had been expected to fetch from the Quartermaster General’s Office.” Demolition began a few
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months later and continued through most of 1926. By September 1926, much of the former World
War | hospital complex in the immediate vicinity of the Star Fort had been cleared, including a majority
of properties dating from the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, save for the Key memorial
statue, the Civil War Powder Magazine, and a former hospital incinerator.'®

The installation of electrical service and renovation of the Junior Officer’s Quarters (Building C) second
floor for use as the park caretaker’s lodging quickly depleted the meager proceeds acquired through
the salvage contract and the absence of additional funding precluded any significant rehabilitation of
the deteriorating Fort. Minor improvements to the historic grounds were limited to weeding and litter
removal as well as rudimentary landscaping consisting of the “cultivation of plants, trees, and shrubbery
already in the ground and the addition of others.”’ When additional work failed to start in 1927,
Baltimore city officials and other local groups condemned the poor condition of Fort McHenry and began
to publicly air their disapproval of the Army’s management of the property. Responding to the fort's
plight once again, Representative J. Charles Linthicum introduced H.R. 204, which provided $81,678 in
congressional appropriations for the required preservation work. The bill was approved in early March
1928.138

With funding finally secured, the newly assigned Third Army Corps Area Quartermaster, Colonel Alvin K.
Baskette, commenced with a litany of architectural and landscape improvement projects at Fort McHenry
in July 1928. Notable developments included the removal of the arched gateway and guardhouse and
reconstruction of the main gate to its mid-nineteenth-century appearance. Extensive masonry repairs
and repointing were performed on the brick boundary wall, Star Fort buildings and structures, the Civil
War Powder Magazine, and on stonework along the seawall. The distinctive two-story, wooden porches
were rebuilt on those buildings where they had been previously removed and new roofs, gutters, and
downspouts were replaced where required. The upper floor of the Junior Officer’s Quarters (Building C)
was renovated for use as a caretaker’s residence. Brick flooring was installed on interior ground floors of
the Star Fort buildings, and the magazines and bombproofs were drained and cleaned. Brick pavers were
also set in the new walkways built within the Star Fort and throughout the park grounds. Disturbed lawn
areas were reseeded and sodded and a pump was reinstalled in the center of the Star Fort’s parade area.

This exhaustive list of repairs was generally completed in time for the formal dedication of the Fort
McHenry as a National Park on September 12, 1928. In the later months of 1928, work began on the
removal of the unfinished, early 1870s water battery, an immense task that continued through early 1929.
The battery excavation provided earthen fill for graded areas northeast of the fort, and the concrete
rubble was used as riprap to bolster the seawall from further erosion. Municipally funded underground,
electrical utility lines were also installed through the park.'®
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As restoration funding dissipated and the national economy collapsed with the onset of the Great
Depression, Colonel Baskette returned to a routine of scheduled landscaping and maintenance at the
fort. Limited public access to buildings within the Star Fort and the poor sanitary conditions of park
latrines again prompted local condemnation of the War Department’s management of Fort McHenry.
To allay growing concerns, additional congressional funding of $86,227 was requested by the military
in 1930 for further repairs; however, only $50,000 in deficiency appropriations was allotted in 1931.1%°

With this funding, Colonel Baskette prepared a base map and specifications for planned developments
at Fort McHenry intended to improve visitor services. These included the construction of a hard-
surfaced parking lot located just northeast of the ravelin, installation of concrete sidewalks and
benches, and road paving. A few more ambitious projects were never realized such as a new
forced-air heating system for the Star Fort buildings, the construction of a modern restroom facility,
and a separate caretaker’s quarters building.'? For the remainder of his tenure at Fort McHenry,
Quartermaster Colonel Baskette worked with a variety of local civic and patriotic groups to develop
and fund a commemorative planting program for the national park.

NEW DEAL ERA PUBLIC WORKS AT FORT MCHENRY, 1933-1941

The NPS officially took charge of Fort McHenry from the War Department in August 1933 (Figure 4-1).
Work at the fort during the first few months under NPS stewardship consisted of minor maintenance
projects, including targeted repair of Star Fort masonry, lawn mowing and seeding, and road cleaning.'*
By the close of the decade, however, Fort McHenry would benefit from an unprecedented level of
repair work through a series of New Deal emergency relief programs. Preparation of the first Master
Plan for Fort McHenry would also have a lasting influence on future development within the park.

Within 100 days after President Franklin D. Roosevelt’s inauguration in 1933, Congress passed the
first of his proposed emergency public work programs, collectively known as the New Deal for
America that were aimed at stimulating economic recovery in the midst of the Great Depression and
providing relief for American workers suffering from long-term, high unemployment. The concept
of a public construction program for park system development had been long studied within the NPS
and Director Horace Albright proved instrumental in establishing the Civilian Conservation Corps
(CCQ) in 1933, one of the first and largest of the original New Deal Era programs. The NPS benefitted
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from additional funding and civic work construction projects created under the auspices of the Civil
Works Administration (CWA), the Public Works Administration (PWA), and later, the Works Progress
Administration (WPA). These particular work relief programs were generally suited toward relieving
unemployment in skilled and manual labor markets located in urban areas like Locust Point rather
than the more conservation-oriented CCC camps employed in western national parks.'

The jurisdictional transfer of the War Department-managed military park to the Interior Department
and NPS temporary delayed the start of New Deal-sponsored improvement projects at Fort McHenry.'#
Yet by mid-1934, public work was well underway with federal funding directly administered from
NPS headquarters in Washington D.C. CWA appropriations totaling $1,000 were used to prepare
a contextual history and compile maps documenting the development of Fort McHenry and the
surrounding area. More substantial funding of $24,600 was provided through the PWA for a host of
material improvements, including repairs to the storm-damaged seawall, resurfacing of park roads
and walking paths, installation of a drain line for the ammunition pits, and renovations to the Star
Fort barracks interiors, and the existing comfort station.#

A list of contracts totaling $38,052 was awarded in Fiscal Year (FY) 1935 for a second sequence of
public work projects at Fort McHenry. These included additional painting and repointing of Fort
buildings, various landscaping grading and erosion control measures, the installation of telephone
service, reconstruction of three 1812 canon carriages, and demolition of an unused former hospital
incinerator located on the southwest grounds of the park. The largest emergency relief allotments
in FY 1935 were for the construction of a modern restroom station in the Soldier’s Barracks Number
One (Building D) at a cost of $20,792 and $13,775 for the installation of a steam heating system in all
of the Star Fort buildings and the nearby U.S. Immigration Station.'”

On December 16, 1935, Fort McHenry was made a separate administrative unit within the NPS and
George A. Palmer was appointed as the new, full-time superintendent. The superintendent’s position
was also assigned custodian duties for the adjacent Treasury Department’s Federal Office Building
complex (the former Immigration Station) in February 1936. This added responsibility would later
prove to be a drain on the park management’s resources and time.'*®

The administrative reorganization for the park coincided with an expanded New Deal-funded planning
and repair projects at Fort McHenry that began in August 1937 and would continue unabated over the
next few years." In his Annual Report for FY 1938, Holland unassumingly described the almost constant

144 Harlan D. Unrau and G. Frank Willis, Administrative History: Expansion of the National Park Service in the 1930s
(Washington D.C.: National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 1983).

145 Ibid.

146 McConaghie, Annual Report for the Fort McHenry National Park, 1934, 10.

147 Superintendent James R. McConaghie, Annual Report for Year 1934-1935, Fort McHenry National Park,

Superintendent’s Annual Report (Gettysburg, Pennsylvania: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, July
27, 1935), 9-12, On file at Fort McHenry NM&HS.

148 Superintendent James W. Rader, Memorandum for the Director, November 1941, Superintendent’s Monthly Report
(Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, December 6, 1941), 2, copy on file, Fort McHenry
NM&HS Library.

149 Lessem and Kimball, “History of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine,” 30.
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succession of rehabilitation assignments at Fort McHenry as just a “minor development” intended to
“dress up the area and [make] it more presentable to the visiting public.” This second stage of New
Deal public work was funded and executed in tandem under the auspices of the Emergency Relief
Administration and to a larger extent, the Works Progress Administration. Between 1937 and 1938,
further repairs were made to a portion of the seawall; bank sloping in areas near ramparts; ongoing
maintenance of Star Fort buildings and structures; laying of new brick walkways both inside and outside
the fort; and the installation of electric lighting in the Civil War Powder Magazine (Figure 4-2).">°

The 1939 Fort McHenry Master Plan

Steps were taken in October 1937 to develop what would become the first comprehensive Master
Plan for Fort McHenry with a site survey used for the preparation of a topographical map of the
park.”™ A draft of the Master Plan was completed by June 1938 and the NPS Directors Office gave
final approval of the document in 1939. The document was hailed by the park’s superintendent,
Robert Holland, as a “noteworthy step in the development of Fort McHenry.” 2

Figure 4-2. Works Progress Administration (WPA) Workers Repairing Base of Rampart Wall, 1939 (Source: Superintendent’s
Monthly Narrative Report, March 1939, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine. Copy on File at the National
Archives and Records Administration, College Park, Maryland).

150 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Superintendent’s Annual Report, 1937-38, Fort McHenry National Park,
Superintendent’s Annual Report (Baltimore, Maryland: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, June 8,
1938), 1-4, 6, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

151 Superintendent George A. Palmer, Superintendent’s Annual Report, 1936-37, Fort McHenry National Park,
Superintendent’s Monthly Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, July 12,
1937), 3, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

152 Holland, Superintendent’s Annual Report, 1937-38, Fort McHenry National Park, 5.



The planning components of the Fort McHenry 1939 Master Plan consisted of three map drawings
entitled, “Historic Base Map,” “Proposed Development,” and “Utilities.” The Historic Base Map was
modeled on cartographer William Tell Poussin’s 1819 Plan of Fort McHenry and served as the primary
documentation of the fort's boundaries and the scope and location of its built environment five years
after the 1814 bombardment. For NPS administrators and planners, the map provided a guide for
directing the placement of all future development outside the boundaries of the 1814 historic zone.'>

The main design element presented in the 1939 Master Plan was the removal of the War Department’s
existing visitor parking lot located to the immediate northeast of the Star Fort. NPS recommendations
called for the old lot to be replaced by an expanded parking facility located outside the 1814 historic
boundaries, near the main entrance gate. New parking would consist of two parallel lots separated
by a central, landscaped mall with the relocated Orpheus statue prominently sited at the eastern end.
An elliptical circulation network would provide vehicular access from the entrance drive and between
the two lots.

Other key aspects of the 1939 Master Plan included the proposed construction of a superintendent’s
residence, a garage, and maintenance shed. The planning map showed the three buildings grouped
together in the southwest section of the park, to the west of the Civil War Powder Magazine and
south of the main gate. The Civil War Powder Magazine was recommended for use as an assembly hall
for large presentations or other interpretive purposes. Finally, the Federal Office Buildings located
on the adjacent former Treasury Department parcel were delineated within the park’s expanded
boundaries. This was most likely an expression of the superintendent’s custodial responsibilities for
the buildings and suggested potential for the property’s eventual annexation by the NPS.

Although never implemented as proposed, the 1939 Master Plan would serve as the foundation for
future NPS planning endeavors at Fort McHenry throughout the 1940s and 1950s. In many cases,
the later documents only revised basic recommendations first suggested in the 1939 edition. A more
important legacy was the policy established in the 1939 Master Plan to confine all future administrative
development and visitor accommodations in areas outside the 1814 historic zone.

CONCLUSION OF NEW DEAL WORK

Additional WPA funded rehabilitation totaling $200,317 continued at Fort McHenry and the adjacent
Federal Office Buildings throughout 1939 and 1940.** Many of the repairs involved the seemingly
never-ending maintenance issues required at the fort such as masonry repointing, grading and
seeding of eroded lawns, and painting of exterior woodwork. The underground ammunition pits

153 National Park Service, “1939 Fort McHenry Master Plan General Development Sheet” (National Park Service,
Wasthington DC, 1939), copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.
154 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Memorandum for the Director, December 1939, Superintendent’s Monthly Report

(Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, January 13, 1940), 1, copy on file, Fort McHenry
NM&HS Library.
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were drained and electric lighting was installed in these areas.” The staircases and flooring in the
Commanding Officer’s Quarters (Building A) and the Soldier’s Barracks Number One (Building D)
were replaced due to extensive termite damage. By September 1940, all of the shop tools had been
removed from the Soldier’s Barracks Number Two (Building E) and the interior was restored for use
as an expanded museum area.’™® The shop was eventually moved to a temporary utility building that
was erected on the southwestern edge of the Fort McHenry grounds in late October 1940.7

In December 1940, the majority of WPA laborers were dismissed and construction of a temporary
utility storage building, the last project of the federal work program, was completed by early spring of
1941.%%8 In response to the growing military threat posed by Germany and Japan, President Roosevelt
placed all U.S. Armed Forces on alert with the proclamation of an unlimited national emergency
on May 27, 1941." As the summer progressed, landscape architects from the NPS division office
prepared measured studies of the Star Fort for revisions to the Fort McHenry Master Plan.

WORLD WAR I, 1942-1945

Following the Japanese attack on Peal Harbor on December 7, 1941 and the United States’ declaration
of war, the National Park System was forced to drastically curtail operations due to steep reductions
in Congressional appropriations and a drain of agency personnel to military conscription. As part
of the mobilization effort, the Director’s Office was moved from Washington D.C. to Chicago in the
early half of 1942 to make way for wartime operations.’® Fort McHenry returned to service for a
second time when the Secretary of War, Henry Stimson, authorized the requisition of the fort as
stipulated in the park’s 1925 establishing legislation. In January 1942, air-raid protection measures
were implemented throughout the park and work was completed on the installation of a new steam
heating line to the Star Fort.™!

155 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Superintendent’s Annual Report, July 1, 1938 to June 30, 1930, Fort McHenry
National Park, Superintendent’s Annual Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine,
October 2, 1939), 1-2, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

156 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Memorandum for the Director, September 1940, Superintendent’s Monthly
Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, October 16, 1940), 2, On File in Fort
McHenry Library.

157 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Memorandum for the Director, October 1940, Superintendent’s Monthly Report
(Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, November 15, 1940), 2, copy on file, Fort
McHenry NM&HS Library.

158 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Monthly Narrative Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine, December 1940, Superintendent’s Monthly Report (Baltimore, MD: National Park Service, U.S. Department of
the Interior, January 16, 1941), 2, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

159 Marcel Baudot, ed., The Historical Encyclopedia of World War Il (New York: Greenwich House : Distributed by Crown
Publishers, 1984), 532.

160 Barry Mackintosh, The National Parks: Shaping the System (Washington D.C.: National Park Service, U.S. Department
of the Interior, 1991), 47.

161 Lessem and Kimball, “History of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine,” 42.



THE 1942 FORT MCHENRY MASTER PLAN

Approval of the new Fort McHenry Master Plan was issued in April 1942. Most likely, this was a
premature decision compelled by the start of the war and impending relocation of the Director’s
Office to Chicago.'® While the 1942 edition is notable for its delineation of NPS uses within the Star
Fort buildings during this period, the General Development Map offered just slight modifications of
proposed design features originally presented in the 1939 Master Plan.

As with its predecessor, the main recommendation in the 1942 Master Plan was the removal of the
existing surface parking lot within the 1814 historic zone and construction of a larger parking facility
near the park gate entrance. The Treasury Department buildings were no longer included within
the park boundaries as had been delineated on the 1939 Master Plan. Other changes included the
proposed relocation of the War Department’s commemorative cherry tree groves.

Earlier recommendations for a new administrative office and a superintendent’s quarters were
omitted from the 1942 Master Plan in favor of retaining these functions within the Star Fort buildings.
Superintendent Rader vehemently disagreed with these exclusions, citing the undesirability of living
arrangements within the Junior Officer's Quarters (Building C) for employee families and a desire
to dedicate all areas within the historic Star Fort to interpretive functions. Additional revisions
were made to the new General Development plan in late 1942 to accommodate Rader’s requests.'®?
However, with little chance of implementation the plan was shelved for the duration of the war.

WARTIME USES AT FORT MCHENRY

All other wartime construction projects at Fort McHenry were limited to military-related measures. In
December 1941, space was designated for the U.S. Coast Guard in the adjacent Federal Office Buildings
for the establishment of a Fire Control and Port Security Training Station on the site.'®™ By February
1942, the Department of the Interior had approved a special-use permit allowing the Coast Guard to use
the fort’s magazines as air-raid shelters and the east grounds for drilling and recreational purposes.'®
At the end of July, the Coast Guard occupied all three Federal Office Buildings. The superintendent of
Fort McHenry was relieved of his custodian duties for this property the following month.*’

162 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 126.

163 Superintendent James W. Rader, Memorandum for the Regional Director, Region One, December 21, 1942, 1-2, RG
79, National Archives and Records Administration I, College Park, MD.

164 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 126.

165 Superintendent James W. Rader, Monthly Narrative Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine,

December 1941, Superintendent’s Monthly Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic
Shrine, January 7, 1942), 1, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

166 Custodian James W. Rader, Memorandum for the Director, February 1942, Superintendent’s Monthly Report
(Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, March 4, 1942), 1, copy on file, Fort McHenry
NM&HS Library.

167 Custodian James W. Rader, Memorandum for the Director, July 1942, Superintendent’s Monthly Report (Baltimore,
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An additional permit signed in early November 1942 allowed the Department of the Navy to erect
wood frame temporary classroom buildings for the Coast Guard on almost eight and a half acres within
the northwest section of Fort McHenry’s grounds.’®® The agreement urged the Navy to preserve and
protect “all objects of geological or historical nature” and required all existing cherry trees cleared in
the authorized area to be replanted in other areas of the national monument as designated by the
superintendent. The construction contract was ultimately awarded to the Paul Smith Construction
Company of Tampa, Florida. Work began in mid-December 1942 and required the relocation of 118
trees. As development continued over the winter months, NPS allowed permission for the Coast
Guard to use the second floor of Building A as a short-term classroom.'®®

Additional use permits, issued to the Coast Guard and the Navy in 1943 resulted in greater military
use. In March of that year, the Coast Guard requisitioned the Civil War Powder Magazine for use a
rifle and pistol range."® In October 1943, the Navy was granted exclusive use of four acres adjacent
to the park entrance for development of the Fort McHenry Receiving Station barracks. The Navy
development was completed by January 1944 and housed 300 servicemen.'”

With Nazi Germany’s unconditional surrender in early May 1945, the military’s use of Fort McHenry quickly
began to wane as the Coast Guard dismantled its firing range in the Civil War Powder Magazine later that
same month. After the surrender of Japan on September 2, 1945, the fort put on a mock bombardment
and fireworks display in front of 45,000 spectators as part of a joint celebration of V-J Day and Defenders’
Day."”2 Over 28,000 servicemen trained at Fort McHenry during the course of World War I1."73

With the fighting over, the Navy decommissioned its Receiving Station facility in November 1945. The
U.S. Coast Guard soon followed suit with the closure of the Training Station at the end of December.
Both properties were transferred to the Federal Buildings Administration (precursor to the General
Services Administration) in early 1946."74
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NM&HS.

169 Custodian James W. Rader, Memorandum to the Director, December 1942, Superintendent’s Monthly Report

(Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, January 13, 1943), 1, copy on file, Fort McHenry
NM&HS Library.

170 Fred T. Johnston, “Memorandum for the Superintendent, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine”,
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POST WAR DEVELOPMENTS, 1946-1955

While Fort McHenry survived the war without firing a shot, extensive military usage, vandalism,
pollution, and deferred maintenance stemming from budgeting and manpower shortfalls took a
toll on the park’s historic resources, landscape, and utilities. In some cases, critical problems were
addressed near the end of the conflict. These included resurfacing of the fort’s roads and walkways
and the replacement of the lower floors in Building C and the Guard House, which suffered from

extensive termite damage.’>

Similar deteriorating conditions in other parks and monuments led NPS Director Newton Drury to
proclaim in 1949 that the nation’s park system was a “victim of war.” '7¢ NPS funding had plummeted
from $21 million in 1940 to just over $4 million by 1945. Persistent congressional underfunding after
the war only prolonged this period of neglect for the agency.”” Aside from the military’s planned
restoration of war-use areas, relatively few improvement projects were authorized for Fort McHenry
from the late 1940s through the mid-1950s, even as the popular park faced increased preservation

challenges while accommodating larger numbers of visitors.'”®

Demolition of the U.S. Coast Guard Training Station facility began in May 1946 according to requirements
outlined in the 1942 Special-Use Permit agreement and the work was completed by the following
October. Labor issues delayed the contract to remove the Navy’s Receiving Station until December
1946. The last of these “war-use improvements” were cleared by early 1947, although landscaping
continued through the following year as the grounds were restored to their former appearance.”” The
completion of work and cancellation of all special-use permits in 1948 marked an official end to Fort

McHenry's wartime service.

There were a few other notable developments undertaken at Fort McHenry during the 1940s and
early 1950s. Autumn rainfalls caused considerable erosion near the base of the Armistead statue in

1948, necessitating the use of $7,000 in emergency funds for the excavation and repair of this area,
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which was completed in 1950.'®° Extension of two municipal water lines across Fort McHenry began
in June 1949 and continued through early 1952."®" The project required an Act of Congress to grant
the City of Baltimore a 30-foot wide right-of-way permanent easement through the fort property for
construction.' In 1951, storm damage required further repairs to the masonry seawall and the porches
on Commanding Officer’s Quarters (Building A) and both Soldiers’ Barracks (Buildings D and E).'®3

THE 1952 FORT MCHENRY MASTER PLAN DEVELOPMENT OUTLINE

An update to the 1942 Master Plan Development Outline for Fort McHenry was released in February
1952. Like its wartime predecessor and the 1939 Master Plan before that, the revised 1952 Development
Outline reiterated many of the ongoing challenges that had confronted the management since
the NPS assumed stewardship of the fort in 1933. Issues of limited visitor parking and circulation
within the park, both pedestrian and vehicular, continued to be major problems, particularly on
weekend days when visitation rates were highest. The document renewed calls for the removal
of administrative functions and visitor accommodations within the Star Fort and construction of
new employee housing, an administration center, a combined concession and comfort station, and
a maintenance facility in areas located outside of the historic 1814 boundaries. The 1952 Master
Plan Development Outline also mentioned a new challenge facing the park during this period, the
proposed construction of a cross-harbor highway tunnel near Fort McHenry.'

The revised Master Plan already faced little chance of successful implementation at a time of limited
finances and development for the National Park system during the 1950s.'® The serious consideration
afforded to the tunnel project among Baltimore regional transportation authorities cast further doubt
on the viability of the 1952 Master Plan’s recommendations, even among the document’s authors. The
status of the plan was regarded as temporary, pending completion of NPS studies of the proposed
tunnel’s potential effects on the fort with regard to increased traffic volume, noise, and pollution.'s®

180 Superintendent James W. Rader, Final Report on Repairing Slides in the Outer Ramparts of Fort McHenry National
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Monument & Historic Shrine, 1951), National Archives and Records Administration, Philadelphia, PA.
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MISSION 66, 1956-1966

When Conrad L. Wirth replaced Newton Drury as NPS Director in 1951, he assumed management of
a park system that had paradoxically become a victim of its own success. In the years after the war,
national parks throughout the country were increasingly strained by the pressures of accommodating
greater numbers of visitors while suffering from continued neglect and chronic underfunding. By the
mid-1950s, deteriorating conditions of administrative and visitor service facilities within the national
parks had become a crisis for the agency, prompting Director Wirth to devise an ambitious funding
and development plan in 1954 to address the operational deficiencies confronting the NPS in the
post-World War |l Era. President Dwight Eisenhower approved the resulting Mission 66 program
in 1956, a 10-year initiative costing over $1 billion for the modernization of National Park system
facilities, interpretive services, and resource management prior to the 50t Anniversary of the NPS in
1966.""

In April 1956, Fort McHenry submitted a Misson 66 Prospectus identifying planning needs for Mission
66 program implementation at the park. The draft repeated many long-term requests at Fort McHenry,
involving construction of expanded visitor parking facilities, an administrative center, and on-site
employee housing in areas outside of the historic boundary.’®® Other preliminary recommendations
called for the conversion of the Civil War Powder Magazine into a theater, and development of a
new visitor and interpretative center. The prospectus also included a proposal for research of the
fort and its history. The primary goal of the research was to "ascertain the appearance of Fort
McHenry in 1814" and use that knowledge to inform future development and interpretation at the
park.’® The resulting Historical and Archeological Research Project (HARP) consisted of exhaustive
historical research of Fort McHenry, architectural study of the Star Fort buildings as part of the Historic
American Buildings Survey, and the first archeological investigations of the site. Walter T. Barrett
was appointed superintendent of Fort McHenry in September 1958. Four months later in January
1959, a working copy of the Mission 66 Edition of the Fort McHenry Master Plan was released.

FORT MCHENRY 1962 MASTER PLAN

The Mission 66 edition of the Fort McHenry Master Plan was completed in 1961 and final approval
granted in 1962 (Figure 4-3). The finalized document retained many of the recommendations
presented in the previous 1959 edition and hearkened back to the park’s establishing legislation
in 1925 that called for the restoration of the fort “to such a condition as would make it suitable for

187 Mackintosh, The National Parks: Shaping the System, 64.

188 National Park Service, “MISSION 66 Prospectus” (Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, April 18,
1956), copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.
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MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, July 3, 1957), 2, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library;
National Park Service, Fort McHenry: Historical and Archeological Research Project, 1957-1958 (Baltimore, MD: Fort
McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, 1958), iii, copy on file, Denver Service Center, Technical Information
Center.
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preservation permanently as a national park and perpetual shrine as the birthplace of the immortal
song "“The Star-Spangled Banner” NPS Planners and park staff would look to the history of the fort,
revealed through a growing body of knowledge produced by HARP, to guide future development at
Fort McHenry that would be able to accommodate a projected two million visitors annually by 1966.°

Accomplishment of the Mission 66 Master Plan central tenets was sought through the “removal of
obvious, non-conforming use and intrusions from the fort and its historic reservation and emphasis
on interpretive presentation.” This included the demolition of the intrusive surface parking lot
in close proximity to the fort and removal of the Civil War cannon and earthworks that had been

"

deemed a “confusing interpretive intrusion and obstruction.” All monuments and commemorative
markers were scheduled for relocation from the 1814 historic zone (identified as the 1819 boundaries
based on the Poussin map) to areas within the park more “appropriate to the general scheme of area

development.”

Concurrent with these improvements was the construction of a combined visitor center and
administration building, expanded parking, and new employee housing and maintenance garages.
It was expected that the new facilities would eliminate staff use of the Star Fort buildings. Recently
identified archeological remnants of outlying buildings and structures dating from the War of 1812
were recommended for reconstruction for interpretive purposes; however, the existing form of the
Star Fort and its interior buildings would be retained “for present, leaving for future determination
the degree to which further restoration may proceed.” Other items within the development plan
called for the possible annexation of adjacent federal property and the desire to procure contracts
with the City of Baltimore to deliver electric, telephone, and water utilities to the Park.™"

CONSTRUCTION OF THE MISSION 66 VISITOR CENTER AND OTHER PARK IMPROVEMENTS

Construction of a proposed “Administration-Museum Building” at Fort McHenry was mentioned
as early as 1954 and the project served as a centerpiece of proposed Mission 66 developments at
the park.’? The NPS's visitor center concept was modeled after commercial shopping centers and
Mission 66 planners reflected the increasingly automobile-oriented society of the post-war period in
the placement of these facilities adjacent to parking lots. Visitor centers were typically designed for
efficiency; centralizing visitor services with museum exhibit space and administrative offices. The new
buildings were also viewed by the NPS as a means of providing enhanced interpretation through the
use of audio and visual media.'®

190 National Park Service, “Master Plan for the Preservation and Use of Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine, Mission 66 Edition, Vol. 1” (U.S. Department of the Interior, National Parks Service, 1961), 4, copy on file, Fort
McHenry NM&HS Library.

191 Ibid., 4,6-8.

192 James W. Holland, “Notes on a Study of Visitor Needs and Interpretive Methods at Fort McHenry National Monument
and Historic Shrine,” Memorandum, June 4, 1954, 5, National Archives and Records Administration, Philadelphia, PA.
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In November 1961, park historian George C. Mackenzie replaced Walter Barrett as superintendent
of Fort McHenry and would oversee remaining Mission 66 developments at the park.’® That same
year, site selections were established for all new Mission 66 construction, which included the Visitor
Center, Duplex Housing Units, and a Maintenance Utility Garage. Other noteworthy projects included
the relocation and enlargement of visitor parking facilities, new pedestrian circulation networks,
relocation of commemorative statuary within the park, and general landscaping improvements.

The Eastern Office of the Division of Design and Construction (EODC) in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
completed designs for each of the proposed facilities in 1962. NPS architect Larry Biond served as the
lead designer with architect Donald Benson acting as the primary reviewer on the project.' The Fort
McHenry Visitor Center, residential Duplex Housing Units, and Maintenance Utility Garage were all
designed in the functional aesthetic coined “NPS Modern,” a variation on the International Style of
architecture that typically featured rectilinear plans, flat roofs, cantilevered surfaces, and the use of
contemporary building materials. A hallmark of the Mission 66 program, NPS Modern was often a
controversial departure from “NPS Rustic,” a vernacular architectural expression commonly employed
in earlier NPS development.®

Building contracts for all three facilities were awarded to the San-Joe Construction Company at a
combined cost of $184,743. Work began in July 1962 and was primarily completed by August 1963
(Figure 4-4)."” The Fort McHenry Visitor Center was officially dedicated on July 4, 1964, the year of
the 150t Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the writing of “The Star-Spangled Banner.” '8

The completed 5,700-square-foot Visitor Center featured steel and concrete masonry units (CMU)
construction and a Maryland General Shale brick veneer. The Visitor Center was located within
view of the Star Fort, adjacent to the 1814 historic zone and accessed by a short walkway from the
expanded new parking lot, designed to accommodate 151 cars and six buses. The lobby, auditorium,
restrooms, and three administrative offices were housed on the first floor, while the basement level
was used for various storage and park staff activities.’® A large glass curtain window dominated the
south side of the building’s exterior to provide visitors in the auditorium with a reveal of the U.S. Flag
raised above Fort McHenry at the close of the introductory audio-visual program.
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Figure 4-4. Visitor Center Construction Progress Photograph, circa 1963 (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and
Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

The Duplex Housing Units and Maintenance Utility Garage were built using standard frame
construction. The linear plan, one-story Ranch type duplex included three bedrooms in both the
north and south units. Both the Duplex Housing Units and Maintenance Utility Garage were clad in
Maryland General Shale brick. The buildings were sited in the northwestern vicinity of the park and
screened from public view by topography and new planting.?®

In an effort to remove late-period intrusions from the 1814 historic boundaries, the Armistead statue
was removed from the Civil War Water Battery south of the fort and placed in the new plaza on the
east side of the Visitor Center. The Orpheus monument, viewed by park administrators as detracting
from the primary focal interest of the Star Fort due to its prominent placement in the center of the
main drive, was relocated to an area approximately 400 feet to the southwest of its original site.
Marble benches that once enclosed the monument were scattered along the walkways skirting the
park seawall. The existing surface parking area, built near the Star Fort by the War Department in
the early 1930s and a portion of the fort road leading to the lot was eradicated.

LEGACY OF MISSION 66 AT FORT MCHENRY

While extensive, the Fort McHenry Mission 66 program would only prove to be a temporary salve,
offering half measures rather than a permanent remedy for the many administrative and operational
issues plaguing the park. A revised edition of the Fort McHenry Master Plan released in 1964, just
weeks after the dedication of the Visitor Center, already bemoaned “overcrowding” in the new
facility. The small size of the Visitor Center represented a failure on the part of Mission 66 planners to
meet the park’s projected need to accommodate the two million visitors annually by 1966 and the lack

200 Ibid., 3-4.
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of space required continued use of the Star Fort buildings for staff offices and housing.?®" Additional
shortfalls were manifested in the failure of the new visitor lot to accommodate increased parking
at Fort McHenry. A stabilized turf area for overflow parking was eventually constructed along the
north side of the entrance road in 1966 to address the problem.?®? The 1964 Master Plan edition also
restated support of the proposed reconstructions of the 1814 Hospital, Stable and Storehouse, and
Water Battery, main components of the Mission 66 Master Plan that were never realized. Appeals
to restore Fort McHenry to its 1814 appearance would soon become a key element of the Park’s
planning policy during the 1970s and 1980s.

BICENTENNIAL ERA PLANNING, 1967-1986

Even as the park maintenance workers were completing landscaping improvements in 1966 to
eliminate the “construction scars” of the previous construction program, preparation for a the new
planning document began.?® The Mission 66 program deficiencies first identified in the 1964 Master
Plan revision pointed the way toward the development priorities formulated just a few years later.
Field study was conducted in August 1967 and a Fort McHenry Master Plan was released in 1968.2%

The 1968 Master Plan is noteworthy as the first long-range plan for the park as well as the first attempt
by the NPS to develop a regional analysis of various planning issues confronting Fort McHenry. This
included an examination of regional population data and the effects of transportation accessibility on
existing and projected visitation rates. At a local level, the proposed construction of an inner harbor
highway bridge or tunnel directly adjacent to the fort, first broached in the early 1950s, remained a
primary concern. Great attention was also given to the potential viability of the City of Baltimore’s
Inner Harbor revitalization to attract tourism and stimulate additional recreational and residential
development in the area. Finally, increased cooperation was urged with public and private agencies
to build support for development of new park facilities.

The General Development Plan included recommendations for enlargement of the Visitor Center to
include increased space for offices, library, conference room and storage. Additionsto the Maintenance
Utility Garage and two new residences were also proposed. Annexation of the surrounding federal
properties, specifically the USACE building, for use as an expanded automobile and bus parking
area was included as part of the general site development, in addition to increased planting at the
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Planning, Washington, D.C., 1968), 6, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.



northern periphery of the park to screen the surrounding industrial setting. Finally, construction of
a new fee collection booth at the main entrance gate was advised to reduce recreational, or “non-
conforming use” of the fort among local residents and “increase capacity for serious visitors."” 20

Complete reconstruction and restoration of the Star Fort to its 1814 appearance, was also strongly
recommended as a means of strengthening visual interpretation of the park. This was a bold position
when compared to the more tentative approaches taken in the 1962 and 1964 master plans, which had
suggested that the existing form of the fort and buildings to be retained “for the present.” The 1968
Master Plan also went a step further than the earlier plans, advocating for the complete removal of the
Orpheus and Armistead statues from the park to “more suitable settings” in other areas of Baltimore.?%

THE 1-95 BRIDGE CONTROVERSY AND THE U.S. BICENTENNIAL PREPARATIONS

The 1968 Master Plan ultimately had negligible influence on development at the park over the course
of the next decade as the Fort McHenry staff was confronted with other pressing issues. A protracted
fight that centered on the construction of the Interstate 95 Highway through South Baltimore and
Fort McHenry dominated events throughout the early 1970s. Three proposed routes were announced
in 1971, with one alternative showing the construction of a four-lane suspension bridge across
the Inner Harbor, just north of the fort, that would require the demolition of much of the nearby
Locust Point neighborhood. Virulent opposition to the highway among Locust Point residents and
various state and local officials convinced transportation planners to revise the design in 1972 to a
tunnel under the Patapsco River adjacent to the southern boundary of Fort McHenry.?” In 1973,
Fort McHenry staff conducted research in cooperation with the Maryland State Highway Division to
prepare an environmental agreement on the potential adverse effects of the proposed tunnel and
the NPS finally offered official comment with a critique of the highway project.?%

The park also began preparing for the 1976 Bicentennial Celebrations at Fort McHenry. Work started
in 1973 to convert the Civil War Powder Magazine into a climate-controlled central repository for
archives storage of both Fort McHenry and Hampton resources. Installation of electrical utility lines to
the Magazine, as well as reconstruction of brick walkways, a portion of the seawall, and one-quarter
of the parade wall within the Star Fort represented the most notable improvement projects during this
period.?® Much of the interior and exterior woodwork in the Star Fort buildings was also repaired
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or replaced. In anticipation of large crowds at the fort during the Bicentennial festivities on July 4,
1976, the City of Baltimore worked with the Charles Center-Inner Harbor Management Corporation
to build a pier for tour boats at the northeast edge of the fort boundary.?'

By 1978, the final designs of the 1-95 highway segment placed the tunnel adjacent to the fort, along
the edge of the southern seawall. Construction finally began on the [-95 tunnel on June 17, 1980.
Minor energy-efficient improvements spurred by the growing oil energy crises began to be made to park
facilities during the late 1970s and installation of handicapped-accessible accommodations in the Visitor
Center. A parking lot and park drinking fountains were first implemented at Fort McHenry in early 1980s.

Coordination with contractors and government transportation agencies during the construction of the
[-95 tunnel served as the “largest cooperative activity” for Fort McHenry administrative staff between
1980 and 1985. As part of the project’s environmental mitigation to reduce water disturbances and
debris flow resulting from construction, artificial wetlands were created in 1983 between the Fort
McHenry seawall and the tunnel. Work was finally completed on the 1-95 tunnel in 1985 and it was
opened for use in November.?"

As the threat of the tunnel project receded, Fort McHenry staff began to focus on the fast approaching
175th Anniversary celebrations of Defenders’ Day and “The Star-Spangled Banner.” In May 1984,
the NPS’s Denver Service Center completed preliminary schematic designs for enlargement of the
1964 Visitor Center that more than doubled the building’s original footprint. Twenty-three new
wayside interpretive markers were also installed in the park and work began with the Denver Service
Center on extensive repair of a storm-damaged 60-foot section of the seawall structure. A number
of diseased trees throughout the grounds were replaced in kind or with similar varieties and an arbor
vitae screen was planted between the park and the adjacent Navy properties.?'

THE LATE TWENTIETH CENTURY, 1987-2000

By the mid-1980s, the 1968 Master Plan had served as the basic management philosophy for Fort
McHenry for nearly 15 years, surpassing the functional, five and 10-year general management plans
typically employed by the NPS. While many components of the 1968 plan remained valid, others had
become outdated over the intervening years. In 1986, NPS planners and Fort McHenry administration
had reached a decision to move forward with a planning approach that provided an amendment to
the 1968 Master Plan. This option was viewed as an effective and cost efficient measure that could
be used in fundraising efforts by the Patriots of Fort McHenry, a non-profit foundation established in
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1984 by local civic and business leaders to assist with the improvement of facilities and interpretive
programs at the park. Development of a comprehensive landscaping and planting program for Fort
McHenry was also a key issue.?'

THE 1988 AMENDMENT TO THE 1968 MASTER PLAN

Proposed enlargement of the existing 1964 Fort McHenry Visitor Center was abandoned in favor of
erecting a new facility in a 1987 report entitled Concept for Facility Development and Landscape
Treatment.?'* Many of the recommendations issued in the preliminary planning outline were included
in the 1988 Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan released in September the following year. The
management document sought to ensure that recommendations presented in the 1968 plan were
consistent with current federal policies and continued to be appropriate for addressing park needs
into the next decade.

The proposed restoration of Fort McHenry to its 1814 appearance had become an outdated resource
management policy following the passage of the 1966 Historic Preservation Act and consequent
development of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic
Preservation in 1983. The amended master plan recommended preservation of the Star Fort in its
current form. An earlier directive to acquire land of adjacent properties as a means of protecting
the fort from commercial encroachment was also discarded.?’> The planning document also courted
controversy with a call for the complete removal of the Orpheus statue from the Fort McHenry
grounds; a proposal that was sharply criticized by some within the NPS.2'¢

The Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan presented a strong focus on landscaping within the
park and its impact on visitor use. It prioritized development of a landscape plan to compliment
interpretation of Fort McHenry's historic role in the Battle of Baltimore and the writing of the national
anthem. Recreational activities considered “not compatible” with the commemorative purpose of
the park were to be discouraged through implementation of a reduced mowing schedule to make
the lawns less inviting. Policies were established for an expanded planting program throughout
the fort grounds to replace dying and diseased trees and provide improved screening of adjacent
development. Other recommendations included the removal of trees and commemorative markers

near the main gate that blocked views of the Star Fort, relocation of the picnic area closer to the
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parking lot, and construction of a small plaza near the water shuttle pier. The plan also proposed the
removal of the evergreen hedge, which was planted in 1963 as an interpretive device to delineate the
fort’s 1814 historic boundaries and had degenerated into maintenance nuisance.?"”

Replacement of the 1964 Visitor Center was another key component of the plan amendment. Citing
the small size and cramped conditions of the existing building, the plan recommended construction
of a 9,000-square-foot facility. New restrooms would be erected east of the parking lot to better
accommodate visitors in the parking area and those arriving via the water shuttle. The parking
facility would also be slightly enlarged to allow increased bus parking.2'®

THE COMPREHENSIVE RESTORATION PROJECT

The bulk of development during the 1990s would be marked by an ambitious, multi-phase
Comprehensive Restoration Project. The work was designed to repair extensive damage and
structural failure of the Star Fort's brick masonry primarily caused by the use of Portland cement by
New Deal construction crews in the 1930s. Deterioration of the masonry was exacerbated over time
by exposure to excessive moisture resulting from poor drainage systems and deferred maintenance
of the resources.?"

Project plans and specifications for the restoration project were prepared by the Baltimore firm
Grieves, Worrall, Wright, and O’Hatnick (GWWO), Inc./Architects in cooperation with the Denver
Service Center and finalized in 1993.2° The park was awarded $3 million towards initial funding in
1991.22" Additional congressional allocations would eventually raise the total cost of the project to $6
million.??? Restoration of the Star Fort structures began in 1995 and was accompanied by extensive
archeological investigation over the course of the seven-year project.

FORWARD VISION: PLANNING FOR THE WAR OF 1812 BICENTINNIAL, 2000-2011
Although heightened security became a major concern for administration and staff at the dawn

of the following the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, development activities at Fort McHenry
around the turn of the century continued to work toward goals outlined in the Park’s 1998-2002
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and 2001-2005 strategic plans, which included the completion of masonry work associated with the
Star Fort Comprehensive Restoration Plan in 2002, repairs to the fort’s subsurface drainage system,
continued rehabilitation of the seawall, and the construction of a new maintenance facility.??> Focus
would soon shift however, toward construction of the long sought-after new Visitor and Education
Center and planning for Fort McHenry's involvement in the Bicentennial of the War of 1812 and the
200" Anniversary of Defenders’ Day and the national anthem in 2014.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE NEW VISITOR AND EDUCATION CENTER

The moribund drive toward construction of a modern visitor center for Fort McHenry was revived
in 2001 when the park acquired $120,000 in funding to prepare a Development Concept Plan and
Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect (DCP/EA/AOE) for the project. Prepared by the
planning firm Vanesse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB), the DCP/EA/AOE presented various design models
for the new facility, assessed potential environmental impacts that could result from its construction,
and proposed corresponding procedures to mitigate any adverse effects.

Additional funds were earmarked for FY 2003 to prepare supplemental project planning reports
related to new traffic alignments and developmental impacts of the new project. These included a
park Boundary Survey conducted by NPS staff; an Alternative Transportation Study (ATS) prepared by
the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Volpe National Transportation Systems Center; and a Cultural
Landscape Report (CLR) developed by the NPS Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation. In addition,
Fort McHenry became the first park in the NPS Northeast Region to participate in the Denver Service
Center’s ‘visitor facility planning model’ database, which was designed to assist with calculating
recommended square footage requirements at the new facility.??* That same year, the Maryland State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) concurred with NPS’s Determination of Eligibility (DOE) statement
that found the park’s Mission 66-era Visitor Center not eligible for listing in the NRHP.??

All required planning reports for the new Visitor and Education Center were finalized and released
for the public in November 2004, with each document addressing design, land-use, and transportation
planning issues associated with the siting and scope of the proposed Fort McHenry building.??®
Among the four design alternatives presented in the DCP/EA/AOE were an expansion of the existing
visitor center and construction of a separate administration center near the park gate as well as the
demolition of the existing facility and construction of a “campus plan,” to include a new visitor and

223 Superintendent Laura E. Joss, Annual Narrative Reports of Superintendents of Fort McHenry National Monument
and Historic Shrine, Fiscal Year 2000 (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, August
2000), 1, On File in Fort McHenry Library.
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education center and separate administrative and maintenance buildings. The preferred option,
Alternative D, would consolidate visitor services, educational, and administrative functions into one
building sited just outside the fort’s historic zone. Additional recommended improvements included
realignment of Fort Avenue and the existing parking lot and construction of a covered, parking
terrace on the location of the existing overflow area.??

The NPS Northeast Region Director signed a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the
proposed new Visitor and Education Center in early 2005 and the notice to proceed with the project
was received in November of that year. Just over $11 million in construction funding was derived
through a convoluted transfer of allocations approved as part of the 2005 Federal Transportation
Reauthorization bill. At a televised press conference U.S. Senator Paul Sarbanes of Maryland and
Congressman Ben Cardin announced the official start of the project’s design on January 27, 2006.2%
The design contract for the building was awarded to GWWO, Inc./Architects with Forrester Construction
Company of Rockville, Maryland winning the construction contract. Haley Sharpe Design was awarded
the subcontract for the design of the interior exhibit space and Mahan Rykiel Associates, Inc. of
Baltimore received the landscape design contract for the project. GWWO Inc. had developed The
Comprehensive Plan for the restoration of the fort in the early 1990s and the firm also specialized in
the planning and design of visitor centers and educational facilities for the NPS.??° Design of the new
Visitor and Education Center was approved at the end of FY 2007 and detailed construction planning
progressed throughout 2008.2%° During this time, an additional $2.8 million in matching funds was
committed by the City of Baltimore and the State of Maryland.?*!

Three hundred people and a number of federal, state, and local officials attended the groundbreaking
ceremonies on April 27, 2009 (Figure 4-5). Invited dignitaries included U.S. Senator Ben Cardin,
Maryland Governor Martin O’Malley, and Baltimore Mayor Sheila Dixon. Construction of the facility
began shortly thereafter and continued over the next two years. 23

The design of the 17,656 square foot, LEED certified Visitor and Education Center featured sleek,
contemporary architectural elements inspired by the movement of a waving U.S. flag (Figure 4-6).
The building’s facade was clad in thin, zinc-plated panels meant to evoke the stripes of the flag,
while the upward slope and brick veneer of the rear curved wall directed visitors’ attention to Fort

227 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine,
Development Concept Plan/Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National
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- Fiscal Year 2006, Superintendent’s Annual Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic
Shrine, 2006), 1, On File in Fort McHenry Library.
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1-2, http://www.gwwoinc.com/pdf/09-07-07_FOMC_Visitor_Center.pdf.
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Figure 4-5. Groundbreaking Event for New Visitor Center Facility, 2009. From Left to Right ; Alan Walden (Friends of Fort
McHenry), Alan Reed (GWWO), Contractor David Forrester, Mike Reynolds (NPS), Joe Crystal (NPS), Baltimore Sheila Mayor
Dixon, Governor Martin O’Malley, Congressman Sarbanes, Senator Paul Sarbanes, Senator Ben Cardin, State Delegate Brian
McHale, Gay Vietzke (NPS), State Delegate George Della. (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine
Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

McHenry and the Star-Spangled Banner raised on its flagstaff. A library, staff offices, and a break
room with access to an exterior terrace were located on the second floor of the building, while the
visitor entrance lobby, gift shop, and an exhibit gallery occupied the first floor. The automated reveal
of the fort and U.S. flag following the conclusion of the introductory film, a popular and emotionally
effective interpretive device employed in the 1964 Visitor Center, was recreated in the new facility’s
exhibit gallery.

In December 2010, the original, 46-year-old Visitor Center was demolished with little fanfare. The
new Visitor Center and Education Building was officially dedicated four months later on March 3,
2011, to coincide with the 80" Anniversary of the official designation of “The Star-Spangled Banner”
as the national anthem.* Federal, state, and local funds as well as additional monies collected
through park entrance fees contributed to the $15 million total cost of construction. Fort McHenry
Superintendent Gay Vietzke praised the new Visitor and Education Center as a “milestone” for the
NPS. The facility finally providing park staff with the amenities and operational space to accommodate
the projected one million annual visitors expected to flock to Fort McHenry for enjoyment of a host
of events scheduled for the upcoming War of 1812 Bicentennial Celebrations.?**
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Figure 4-6. The New Visitor and Education Center, 2011 (Source: GWWO Architects).

Completion of the Visitor and Education Center in March 2011 was just the latest phase in Fort
McHenry's developmental history as a national park. Beginning with the initial restoration of the
Star Fort in 1925, development at Fort McHenry has occurred in a sporadic fashion, often influenced
by local and national events, dictated by NPS budgetary surpluses and constraints, or guided by policy
priorities established at both the park and agency levels. Although the various Fort McHenry master
plan documents prepared by the NPS from the 1939 to the present were seldom fully implemented,
these documents often served as a framework for later development in the park and provide an insight
into shifting philosophies and planning strategies, as well as the short and long-term challenges
confronting park management and operations throughout the twentieth century.



Park Operations and Staffing

ark operations at Fort McHenry have grown considerably since its designation as a national

park in 1925. Management during the park’s formative years under the War Department and

NPS was largely performed on a part-time and remote basis. Increased development, funding,
and visitation in the years before and after World War Il required the development and growth of a
permanent staff organized according to administrative, interpretation, and maintenance functions.
Longstanding problems with security, co-management of Hampton NHS, and resource management
would eventually require the creation of new divisions to address those issues. Throughout this time,
park operations at Fort McHenry would contend with numerous budget changes that included both
increases and decreases in base funding.

WAR DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATION, 1925-1933

During the War Department’s eight-year period of management of Fort McHenry National Monument,
the park was originally placed under the direct control of the Office of the Quartermaster General
in Washington D.C. Between 1926 and 1928, Colonel Theodore B. Hacker, Chief of Salvage Services
within the Office of Chief Quartermaster, Lieutenant Clifford Smith, and Colonel Alvin K. Baskette,
Quartermaster, Third Corps Area, served in an unofficial capacity as the park superintendents,
overseeing the restoration and maintenance of the site.?®® Colonel Baskette was later placed in
control of Fort McHenry as a designated representative of the Quartermaster General’s Office in July
1928.2% |n July 1930, administrative command of Fort McHenry was assigned to the Commanding
General of the Third Corps Area and Colonel Alvin Baskette was retained as the park’s constructing
quartermaster.?*’

Operations at Fort McHenry were conducted at a rudimentary level under the War Department’s
stewardship due to small budget allocations and the lack of an adequate staff. The bulk of the
restoration work at Fort McHenry was performed by contract labor, while three caretakers performed
routine maintenance work and also executed their collateral responsibilities ensuring the protection
of the area from the hazards of fire and vandalism. Operational funding for the administration,
protection, maintenance and improvement of the park declined from approximately $6,000 in Fiscal
Year (FY) 1925 down to $4,571 by FY 1932.238

235 Office of the Quartermaster General to Quartermaster, Third Corps Area, May 19, 1925, as found in Lessem and
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On-site accommodations for the Head Caretaker were provided after the restoration of the upper
floor of the Junior Officer's Quarters (Building C) in 1928. The Assistant Caretaker’'s quarters were
placed in the second floor of the Enlisted Soldier’s Barracks Number 1 (Building D) in 1931. Employee
contact with visitors during this period was intermittent and historic interpretation of Fort McHenry
was virtually nonexistent, save for tours briefly offered by a local sightseeing company in the summer
of 1931.2%

EARLY NPS MANAGEMENT, 1933-1934

After the NPS officially took charge of Fort McHenry in August 1933, management of the park was
directed from the office of James R. McConaghie, superintendent of the Gettysburg National Military
Park. McConaghie officially accepted management of Fort McHenry as well as the Monocacy National
Battlefield Site in Frederick, Maryland. He described the news of his promotion as a “complete
surprise.”?® Under this unwieldy, tripartite system, McConaghie was compelled to execute his
administrative duties for Fort McHenry on a part-time, and largely absentee, fashion. To provide
direct supervision of park operations during the busy spring and summer months, Robert Lee Jones,
a Historical Technician at Gettysburg, was appointed acting superintendent of Fort McHenry in July
1934. Frustrated by a number of difficulties arising from the NPS’s provisional administration of Fort
McHenry and the inability to develop a basic interpretive program for the park he resigned almost a
year later on June 1, 1935. The following month, Harper L. Garrett, also a Junior Historical Aide at
Gettysburg, was temporarily assigned as the new acting superintendent.?*'

Although the base budget under NPS jurisdiction was increased to $6,250 in FY 1934, operations
at Fort McHenry generally continued as they had under the War Department.?*> Interpretation
remained non-existent. The caretaker and two full-time assistants employed by the Army were
retained to handle routine maintenance. The three men also continued to provide protection of the
area through police powers bestowed by NPS regulations. During the peak visitor months of spring
and summer, a group of 12-16 temporary laborers was hired to assist with maintenance and cleaning
of the grounds.?*

CREATING AND SUSTAINING FORT MCHENRY OPERATIONS, 1935-1947

On December 16, 1935, direct management of Fort McHenry under Superintendent McConaghie of
Gettysburg National Military Park ended and the park was established asanindependent administrative
unit within the National Park system. George A. Palmer, a young and energetic three-year veteran
of the NPS, was appointed as the first, full-time superintendent of Fort McHenry. In addition to his

239 Lessem and Kimball, “History of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine,” 24.
240 “McConaghie Assumes Charge of Cemetery; Two National Parks.”
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role as superintendent, Palmer was also assigned custodian duties for the Treasury Department’s Federal
Office Building complex (the former Immigration Station) in February 1936, an added responsibility that
would later impact the management of the park’s resources and time.?*

Despite the administrative separation of the two parks, all fiscal operations for Fort McHenry
continued to be managed through the Gettysburg office, an arrangement that would last until the
1950s.2% At the time of Palmer’s arrival, all major construction projects at Fort McHenry had become
systemized through emergency relief funding and labor; however, the park’s small operations budget
had precluded the development of a professional staff and interpretive program. In 1935, NPS base
for Fort McHenry stood at $7,790.2* That number would rise by 26 percent to $10,494 in 1939.2

With increased allocations, Superintendent Palmer was able to assemble a five-member permanent
staff in September 1937. The number of full-time employee positions and staffing structure would
remain consistent over the next 13 years at Fort McHenry.?®® The park unit was organized into three
operating divisions, all under the direction of the superintendent. The Administrative Division
included a permanent Clerk-Stenographer position and a temporary Junior Clerk. Permanent Junior
Researcher/Historical Technician and a Junior Historical Aide positions formed the park’s History
Division, a precursor to the Interpretative Division. In lieu of a permanent Maintenance staff, four
temporary employees were hired on a seasonal basis to assist with routine grounds keeping during
the busy summer months. In the years prior to World War Il, the NPS relied heavily on a large retinue
of between 25 to 55-man public works crews to provide the bulk of construction work and repairs at
the fort.

General park activities at Fort McHenry were slowed by a flurry of administrative changes in early
1938. George Palmer returned to his former position as superintendent of the Statue of Liberty
National Monument in New York and was succeeded in December 1937 by Hershel C. Landru, a
former Historical Technician at Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Military Park. Landru
abruptly resigned his position after just a few months on the job over a pay raise dispute with NPS
superiors and was replaced by Robert P. Holland in the summer of 1938.24°

CONCESSION SERVICES

In January 1937, the Evelyn Hill Corporation received a permit to operate a concession stand at Fort
McHenry. World War | veteran Aaron Hill owned the company and it was named after his wife, an
astute businesswoman in her own right. Hill first entered the souvenir business at the Statue of Liberty
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National Monument in 1931 before establishing additional franchises at Fort McHenry, the Sagamore
Hill National Historic Site, and the Freedomland amusement park in New York. The small concession
stand originally opened under the porch of the Enlisted Soldier’s Barracks Number 2 (Building E) in
March 1937. Concessions were later moved to the interior of the Sally Port Guard House.?*°

THE 10-CENT VISITOR FEE

At noon on April 27, 1939, Fort McHenry staff began collection of a 10-cent admission fee from all
visitors entering the inner Star Fort. The new service-wide charge was based on Interior Secretary
Harold Ickes' belief that users should help offset the maintenance and operational costs of NPS
facilities. The fee policy for historic parks and monuments like Fort McHenry was based on existing
automobile fees that were first introduced in western national parks in 1908.2>

Superintendent Robert P. Holland maintained strong reservations against the entrance fee policy,
claiming that the park did not have the adequate personnel to sell tickets and collect the revenue. The
job was originally assigned to the park’s Junior Historical Technician, limiting the time devoted to his
interpretive work and contact
with the visiting public.??
Many local citizens also
complained about the 10-cent
charge, including Mrs. Reuben
Ross Holloway, the prominent
Fort McHenry supporter and
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE BB | President of the Maryland
ADMISSION FEE S Society of the United States
' Daughters of 1812. She would
quickly reverse her opinion

a few days later and posed
in  newspaper photographs
documenting the institution of
the fee (Figure 5-1).%3 In the
months after the introduction
of the entrance fee, visitation

Figure 5-1. Mrs. Reuben Ross Holloway (Right) Paying the 10-Cent Admission Fee )
at Fort McHenry, April 1939 (Source: Superintendent’s Monthly Narrative Report, ~ rates to the Star Fort declined

May 1939, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine. Copy on File
at the Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine Museum Collection:
Archival Documents).

by half of the previous totals.?>*
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WORLD WAR Il AND IMMEDIATE POST WAR
YEARS, 1941-1948

On July 19, 1941, Superintendent Holland left Fort
McHenry to become the Assistant superintendent
of Zion National Park in Utah.?> James W. Rader
officially assumed his position as superintendent
nine days later on July 28, 1941 (Figure 5-2).° He
would guide Fort McHenry through the precarious
years of World War Il under the capacity and title

as a Custodian rather than superintendent. Like
other areas in the National Park System during the
war, Fort McHenry suffered from lowered visitation
rates, drastically reduced congressional funding,
and protracted personnel shortages. Emergency
relief works were terminated at Fort McHenry in
late 1940, leaving the park’s seasonal maintenance
crew to struggle with routine grounds keeping

duties during the following spring and summer.?’ Figure 5-2. Superintendent James W. Rader (Right) and

' : Baltimore Mayor Howard W. Jackson, circa 1940 (Source:
The park’s operating bUdget was cut by nearly 30 Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine

percent from $17,433 in 1941 to $12,581 in 1943.2%  Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

Rader’s duties during the war were primarily custodial and involved handling routine maintenance
and protection issues, as well as coordinating with the U.S. Coast Guard and Navy on their wartime
uses on park grounds. The loss of staff to the military draft severely curtailed interpretive services and
visitor fee collections. Internal NPS correspondence showed that Rader sometimes worried about the
large number of service personnel using Fort McHenry, noting the absence of adequate supervision
and periodic harassment of female visitors.?® Increased vandalism and trespassing by children from
the Locust Point neighborhood was also a common complaint during the war.?®® However, in his
annual reports Rader often noted that increased military operations did not interfere with the public’s
use of the Fort McHenry and despite tight fuel rationing and security restrictions, the park was able

255 Superintendent Robert P. Holland, Monthly Narrative Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
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to remain open every day for visitors throughout World War I1.26' The fort also continued to fulfill its
inspirational role during the war for both civilians and members of the armed forces alike, playing
host to several patriotic national radio broadcasts, military induction ceremonies, and Defenders’ Day

celebrations.?%?

Many of the managerial burdens shouldered by James Rader and the Fort McHenry staff during the
war began to ease slightly in the years afterward. The park’s base operating budget rose from $13,417
in 1945 to nearly $21,187 in 1947. In addition, all temporary wartime construction had been cleared
from the park area and the special-use permits issued to the U.S. Coast Guard and Navy were canceled
in 1948. Despite these improvements, deterioration of the Star Fort from deferred maintenance and
inadequate staff and visitor facilities afflicted park operations in the post-war era.?%

MID-CENTURY GROWTH, 1948-1970

Near the end of Rader’s tenure, the NPS acquired Hampton Mansion. The antebellum mansion and
64-acre grounds, located 16 miles from Fort McHenry in the nearby Baltimore suburb of Towson,
Maryland, was completed in 1790 by Captain Charles Ridgely and owned by his heirs until John
Ridgely, Jr. sold the estate to the non-profit Avalon Foundation in 1947, which later donated it to the
NPS. The property was designated as a National Historic Site under the authority of the 1935 Historic
Sites Act on April 16, 1948. The Society for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities assumed operation
and maintenance of Hampton under a cooperative agreement with the NPS with the superintendent
of Fort McHenry acting as the coordinating superintendent.?® This dual system of management at
first proved to be effective, but in time would become less so, affecting the administration of Fort
McHenry.?®

In the early 1950s, the small Fort McHenry staff had been marginally increased to include eight
permanent positions organized into three separate divisions: Administrative, Interpretative, and
Maintenance. The three-person Administrative Division staff maintained cramped offices on the
first floor of the Junior Officer's Quarters (Building C). All fiscal matters, including budgeting and
contracting, continued to be managed through Gettysburg National Military Park while the Regional
Office in Philadelphia supervised all issues regarding personnel and planning.?®® The Interpretive
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Divisions still consisted of a historian, who functioned as the Chief Ranger, and the historical aide.
A permanent maintenance man, janitor, and laborer positions comprised the original Maintenance
Division. Two seasonal laborers were also employed when funding allowed.

On July 1, 1953, James Rader retired due to illness. Rader’s resignation coincided with an end to
a lean chapter in the history of the fort and NPS marked by world war and a prolonged period
of restricted agency funding and declining infrastructure.?’ Park historian Harold Lessem served as
temporary acting superintendent until Robert H. Atkinson was appointed superintendent of Fort
McHenry a few months later in October 1953.

After Rader’s departure, there was a NPS change in administrative policy in regard to the length of
tenure future superintendents would serve. Rotation of staff was preferred over lengthy stays in office
to ensure the introduction of new ideas and to avoid the creation of administrative “fiefdoms."”2®
In addition to Robert H. Atkinson (1953-1958), four other individuals would serve as superintendent
of Fort McHenry between 1953 and 1970: Walter T. Barrett (1958-1961), George C. Mackenzie (1961-
1965), James Haskett (1966-1967), and Walter T. Bruce (1968-1970). Superintendent Mackenzie is
notable as first serving as a historian at Fort McHenry before rising in the ranks to superintendent.
Also notable for this period was an increase in visitation fees during Superintendent Atkinson’s term
to 25 cents.

The Mission 66 program (1956-1966) at Fort McHenry provided improvements with regard to the
construction of new facilities; however, there were only minimal changes made to NPS staff during
this period. Bold proposals in the 1959 Mission 66 Edition of the Fort McHenry Master Plan called
for an added 18 permanent and seasonal staff positions and the creation of a new Rangers Activities
Division to handle the share of traffic control and protective duties at Fort McHenry. These were never
implemented.?®® Instead more modest additions were instituted in FY 1963 with the superintendent’s
authorization to create permanent clerk-typist and park guide positions.?’® At the close of the Mission
66 program in 1966, Fort McHenry’s staff only included 11 individuals, including nine permanent
positions and two seasonal employees.

PARK MANAGEMENT IN THE BICENTENNIAL ERA, 1970-1985

The 1970s proved to be a pivotal decade in the development of park operations at Fort McHenry.
Albert J. Benjamin (1970-1972) was superintendent at the start of the decade. He and his successor,
Superintendent Harry L. O’'Bryant (1972-1974), weathered the 1-95 Bypass controversy in which the

267 Lary M. Dilsaver, ed., America’s National Parks System: The Critical Documents (Rowmand & Littlefield Publishers,
1994).

268 Personal communication, Anna von Lunz, 2012.

269 National Park Service, “The Master Plan for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, Mission 66
Edition,” 17, 24.

270 Mackenzie, Annual Narrative Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine and Hampton

National Historic Site, 3.

65



66

city and state proposed to construct a highway through
Locust Point and a high span bridge over the park.
Original plans to construct the bridge in 1968 were later
changed by the mid-1970s to a tunnel that would run
adjacent to the southern boundary of the fort.?”

Dennis E. McGinnis replaced O’Bryant as superintendent
of Fort McHenry in 1974 and stewarded the park
through the U.S. Bicentennial (Figure 5-3). The NPS
designated Fort McHenry as an Official Bicentennial

Site for its association with the writing of the national
anthem. Staff was increased considerably in preparation

for the numerous ceremonies and events held at Fort
McHenry over the course of 1975-1976. The majority of
new personnel, however, were students who attended

colleges and universities in the vicinity and were hired
as seasonal workers to assist with guide duties, fee

Figure 5-3. Superintendent Dennis E. McGinnis, . ) )
1979 (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument  cOllection, landscaping, and maintenance rather than

and Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival
Documents).

full time employees.

These staff increases also included the addition of the
first dedicated law enforcement ranger at the park. While the need for professional law enforcement
had been recognized earlier, notably in the 1968 Master Plan, the position was originally cast in a
dual role providing both protection and interpretation. Security would become a priority at Fort
McHenry prior to President Gerald Ford'’s visit to the site on July 4, 1975 as part of the build up to the
Bicentennial celebrations the following year. Ford was the first U.S. president to visit Fort McHenry
since President Warren G. Harding attemded the dedication of the Orpheus memorial on June 14,
1922. Over 3,000 visitors attended the event inside the fort and over 20,000 spent the night on the
fort grounds.?’? Protective security at Fort McHenry would gain more prominence as presidential
visits increased in subsequent decades and the need for more communication between the park
and federal and city law enforcement agencies grew. Tom Westmoreland, who brought actual law
enforcement training to the job, was the first to serve in this capacity.

Meanwhile, by the late 1960s and early 1970s, extensive storm damage, a growing list of structural
stabilization and preservation needs, and incidents of vandalism had begun to overwhelm the Society
for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities volunteer operations at Hampton National Historic
Site. Increased reliance on the NPS to mitigate these issues had begun to place a strain on Fort
McHenry's administrative and maintenance staff during this decade.?’> On October 1, 1979, the 30-
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year old Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the NPS and the Society for the Preservation
of Maryland Antiquities for the operation and maintenance of Hampton National Historic Site was
terminated. The NPS assumed full management and operational responsibilities for Hampton with
Fort McHenry's Superintendent McGinnis in command. Six seasonal rangers were hired and a host of
volunteers were used to provide interpretation and security for the site.?”

Juin A. Crosse (later Crosse-Barnes) succeeded Dennis McGinnis as superintendent, becoming the first
woman to serve in that capacity at the Fort McHenry and one of the first superintendants in the history
of the NPS. Her tenure began in June 1980 and ended in 1985. When she took over, the Fort McHenry
operating budget stood at $525,400; by 1986, it had risen to $674,200, a 22 percent increase. Visitation
also increased by 26 percent during her tenure.?”> The afterglow of the Bicentennial and development
of the Inner Harbor in Baltimore helped fuel the public’s interest in the park. The completion of the
Interstate-95 Fort McHenry Tunnel in 1985 would help bring more visitors to its gates.

Between 1980-1986, the major challenge for the administrative staff was the spatial constraints
posed by the park’s small, outdated facilities. Offices in the Visitor Center basement were small
and overcrowded, forcing employees to use rooms in the Star Fort that lacked adequate cooling in
the summer months and were ill equipped to serve as a modern workplace environment.?’¢ These
difficult circumstances would beleaguer the staff at Fort McHenry for over two more decades.

CONSOLIDATION AND REORGANIZATION, 1985-2000

Karen P. Wade succeeded Crosse-Barnes as
superintendent in 1985 and served through 1987,
overseeing the park’s Administration, while Division
Chiefs managed Interpretation (which also included
protection) and Maintenance operations (Figure
5-4). Under her short tenure, Wade improved
training opportunities for park staff even as Fort
McHenry increasingly relied on volunteers and private
fundraising efforts coordinated by the park’s friends
group, the Patriots of Fort McHenry. The park was
compelled to raise its entrance fee to one dollar per

person in 1986 as a means of offsetting operational

budget cuts imposed by Congress and the Reagan  Ffigure 5-4. Superintendent Karen P. Wade (Left)
Greeting Vice President George H.W. Bush, circa 1985
(Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

Administration.?”” With assistance from the Denver
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Service Center, park staff also began planning for an update to the 1968 Fort McHenry Master Plan and
the expansion of the existing visitor center to address the urgent need for up-to-date administrative
facilities.

During this period, Superintendent Wade began the process of streamlining operations between
Fort McHenry and Hampton, a process that would continue over the next decades. She consolidated
operations of the Maintenance Division in 1986 to serve both Fort McHenry and Hampton. The
change was designed to alleviate shortfalls in upkeep that had plagued Hampton since NPS assumed
direct management of the site in 1979. Under the new arrangement, all work was coordinated
under the Chief of Maintenance, Greg McGuire, with supervisory positions established for grounds
and gardens at Hampton, as well as building and utilities. Personnel were to serve at either site
depending on priorities and nature of work. The superintendent and site manager of Hampton
reviewed and revised operating procedures describing coordination between the two sites.

As part of the consolidation,
a supervisory horticulturalist
position was established within
the Maintenance Division to
manage the formal gardens
and historic grounds at
Hampton National Historic Site.
The following year, Paul Bitzel,
a native of the Baltimore area,
was hired by the NPS to fill the
position. His hiring coincided
with the release of the Concept

AN for  Facility = Development
£ M0 "] and Landscape Treatment in

1987 by the Denver Service
Figure 5-5. Superintendent John W. Tyler (Left) with NPS Director James M. Cent hich tained th
Ridenour, 1992 (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine enter, which containe €

Museum Collection: Archival Documents). first cultural landscape design

model for Fort McHenry.
The document addressed a longstanding park policy goal, first articulated in the 1968 Master Plan,
which sought to emphasize the historic significance of the Star Fort and flag and discourage casual
recreational use in the park. As a result, Bitzel's horticultural responsibilities were expanded to direct
implementation of an extensive tree-planting program at Fort McHenry that included over 100 native
specimens installed in open areas throughout the park grounds.

Additional changes were made under Wade's successor, John W. Tyler (1987-1996). Tyler's tenure as
superintendent of Fort McHenry would be the longest since Rader’s departure in the 1950s (Figure
5-5). Personnel losses prompted Tyler to reorganize the Administrative divisions at both Fort McHenry
and Hampton in 1989.%78
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New developments in preservation management practices during this period helped to create a
different administrative mindset as well. This was reflected in a concerted move toward improved
cultural and natural resource management practices at Fort McHenry in the late 1980s and early
1990s. New funding was garnered allowing efforts to properly catalogue museum collections,
both archival and archeological, and consolidate historic research materials at Fort McHenry, to
move ahead. These efforts were in accordance with the policies first established in NPS-28: Cultural
Resource Management Guidelines (1980) and the park’s Cultural Resource Management plans, which
were originally released in 1981 and periodically revised in subsequent years. Between 1980 and
1990, Museum Aide Mary Ridgely managed the park’s museum collections on a part-time basis.
Accession and protection of collection items had previously been performed as a collateral duty by
interpretive rangers at Fort McHenry with occasional assistance from NPS regional staff and museum
specialists.?’? The new program was successful with progress made through the 1990s. In 1991,
Ridgely was seriously injured in a car accident and was replaced in December of that year by Anna
von Lunz. Von Lunz had worked part-time at Hampton since 1986 and was originally hired at Fort
McHenry as a Museum Technician on a two-year term appointment. Her position was later converted
to a permanent, full-time position in 1995.28

As with his predecessors, Tyler was also challenged during his tenure with the chronic operational
problems caused by the park’s outdated visitor center. In addition, extensive work was required for
the rehabilitation of the park’s seawall structure and deteriorating brick walls of the Star Fort. A
series of private fundraising campaigns, undertaken by the Patriots of Fort McHenry since 1985, had
not produced tangible results in the pursuit for an expanded facility or the needed preservation
work. With the fort drawing over 600,000 people by the mid-1990s, crowded conditions within the
cramped building were limiting the ability of visitors to experience the popular Fort McHenry audio-
visual presentation and had begun to seriously impede the park’s ability to recruit personnel.!

Reorganization of the NPS in 1995 compounded the problems facing Fort McHenry during this time.
The reorganization, which sought to streamline operations of the agency through the reduction of
regional offices and institution of performance review models, also made changes to NPS compliance
policy. All compliance issues that had formerly been managed at the regional level were now
delegated through the State Historic Preservation Office (SHP) and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (ACHP) to the superintendent of each park. In FY 1997 response to this development,
Von Lunz's graded position was advanced to GS-9 Museum Specialist, providing Visitor Services
division with greater support for compliance and cultural resource management activities.?®? These
changes would precipitate the creation of a cultural resources manager position two years later.
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In 1996, Superintendent John Tyler was transferred to the NPS’s Washington Support Office (WASO).
Kathryn (Kayci) D. Cook (1996-1999) was appointed as his permanent replacement in September of
that year. Government shutdowns led to delays in budgetary authorizations for the park; staffing
levels and interpretive programs were affected by the shortfalls forcing the park to increase their
reliance on volunteer support. Between 1995 and 2000, the park’s annual operating budget remained
fairly static, increasing only 6.7 percent.?®* Implementation of the fee demonstration program helped
to offset these shortfalls. The first full year of fee collection allowed the park to retain $298,000 in
administrative fees slotted for high priority projects such as improving visitor facilities and services and
preservation of the buildings at Fort McHenry. Staff began formulating ideas for commemoration of
the Bicentennial of the War of 1812 at the park during this time, and 1998 also saw the establishment
of two separate work crews within the Maintenance Division — one at Fort McHenry and the other
at Hampton.®* This allowed less time spent traveling between sites and gave employees greater
ownership in projects.?®

This decade was also a period of change and modernization in terms of administration and operations.
A key trend was the developing role of Fort McHenry and Hampton as a superintendent training
position within the NPS. Management of the two parks allowed young superintendents to hone their
skills at two very different but small sites: a military park and a historic house site. What appears to
have enabled this development was the existence of a cadre of professional staff whose NPS careers
had developed at the park and who had strong institutional memory of its past. An employee such as
Greg McGuire who started out at age 17 as a seasonal maintenance man and moved up to become the
Chief of Maintenance is an example. Paul Plamann, a longtime ranger, began working as a Park Guide
in 1967 and continues to serve as an interpretative ranger at the time of this writing. While interpretive
and administrative staff were usually transferred and promoted throughout the NPS system as they
gained work experience and skills and their GS level increased, maintenance personnel tended to come
from the local Baltimore community, also helping to provide stability in park services.?®

FORT MCHENRY OPERATIONS, 2001-2011

The new century at Fort McHenry began under the direction of Laura E. Joss (2000-2004). Permanent
staff was reorganized into three operating divisions each managed by a division chief. They were
Administration, Visitor Services that included interpretation and law enforcement, and Maintenance.
In 2001, Fort McHenry staff included five permanent interpretive rangers, three law enforcement
officers, and a museum curator. In addition the park employed eight temporary or seasonal park
rangers.?’
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The terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, as well as the Baltimore Harbor Seaport Taxi Accident in
2004, had profound effects on emergency services at the park and its security posture, compelling the
NPS to retain more fully trained law enforcement personnel devoted to security. In response to the
terrorist attacks, a full-time law enforcement ranger with specialized training to handle new security
needs was hired in 2003. On March 6 2004, strong wind gusts from a rapidly moving squall overturned
a water taxi pontoon boat operated by Seaport Taxi. The taxi had just disembarked from the Fort
McHenry dock and 25 passengers were thrown into the Baltimore Inner Harbor. Rescue personnel
from the nearby Naval Reserve Center were the first to respond. Fort McHenry became the center
of rescue operations for four days, placing it in the national spotlight. This tragedy highlighted the
park’s need for stronger emergency protocols, better communication between park and the rescue
agencies, and finally an approach for dealing with the media. It became the impetus for the park’s
development of such protocols.?%

In the spring of 2004, Laura Joss was appointed superintendent of Arches National Park in Utah. As
superintendent of Fort McHenry and Hampton, Joss had succeeded in restarting a campaign for a
new visitor center by securing initial funding sources and completing preliminary planning mitigation
for the project. Her replacement, John McKenna, served a brief term before stepping aside due to
iliness in December 2004. Greg McGuire, Chief of Area Services, served in as acting superintendent of
the park for a few months during this transitional period before Gay E. Vietzke (2005-2011), assumed
the position of general superintendent of Fort McHenry and Hampton in June 2005.%%°

At the time of Vietzke's appointment, Fort McHenry maintained 21 full time staff and 19 seasonal
employees. During her first year of management, the NPS Business Management Group produced the
Business Plan for Fort McHenry and Hampton, which analyzed funding trends and re-evaluated core
operations. The study placed a renewed emphasis on cultural resource protection and interpretation.
Strategies to achieve improved management included recommendations for a fully integrated staff
for Fort McHenry and Hampton, the need for a division to manage the significant cultural and natural
resources at both sites, and increased investment in park infrastructure.

In 2007, park operations were reorganized according to the Business Plan recommendations. The new
management structure consisted of the superintendent and a management assistant, an administrative
officer, a senior law enforcement officer, and chiefs of maintenance, interpretation, resource
management.?® Paul Bitzel was appointed as the division chief of the new Resource Management
Division. The division was responsible for all activities associated with the management, preservation,
and protection of cultural and natural resources at Fort McHenry and Hampton. These included
historic research, restoration efforts, landscape and wildlife management programs, archives and

museum collections management, and visitor and resource protection.?"
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Concurrent with the integration of park operations for Fort McHenry and Hampton, Superintendent

Vietzke also supervised preparations for the upcoming Bicentennial of the War of 1812 celebrationsand

ongoing work involved in the planning, funding, and construction of the new Visitor and Educational

Center. Partnership projects, including the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail in 2008 and

the Baltimore Heritage Area in 2009 would have a significant impact on operations at Fort McHenry,

as staff members played integral roles in their planning and development. Congressional legislation

establishing the historic trail and heritage area specified a coordination role for Fort McHenry, which

in turn, greatly increased the time and effort dedicated by park staff in providing administrative and

planning support for the partner organizations working to make each project a reality.??

Figure 5-6. Ribbon Cutting for the Fort McHenry Visitor and
Education Center, March 3, 2011. From left to right: Maryland
1812 Commission Chair Chip Mason, U.S. Representative
Charles “Dutch” Ruppersberger, U.S. Senator Ben Cardin,
Maryland Governor Martin O'Malley, Superintendent Gay
E. Vietzke, and Baltimore Mayor Stephanie Rawlings-Blake
(Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

292 von Lunz, “Personal Communication.”

Superintendent Vietzke's responsibilities
in coordinating with various agencies to
accommodate presidential and vice-presidential
visits to the fort, prepared her for a new role in
working with politically connected individuals
at the federal, state and local levels to advance
the park’s goals in constructing the new facility
(Figure 5-6). The Visitor and Educational Center
was completed in the fall of 2010 and officially
opened in the spring of 2011. Along with its
modern visitor amenities and spacious exhibit
space the new facility answered a decades-
long, critical need for consolidated, up-to-date
administrative offices.



his chapter discusses the evolving relationship between Fort McHenry, its partners, and the

local community since the park’s creation. Viewed as a local community asset as well as a

national park, the fort is supported and strengthened by a variety of partnerships that have
developed such as the Patriots/Friends of Fort McHenry, as well as other non-profit partnerships.

FORT MCHENRY, LOCUST POINT, AND THE GREATER BALTIMORE COMMUNITY

Fort McHenry and the adjacent community of Locust Point share a long, integrated history extending
back almost 200 years. Originally known as Whetstone Point, the City of Baltimore annexed the
Peninsula in 1816. Locust Point was renamed in 1845 after the locust trees that grew throughout the
once rural area. In the 1820s and 1830s, the encroachment of commercial and residential growth,
need for additional space to drill, and the Army’s desire to demolish a tavern located on adjacent
private land, persuaded the War Department to purchase an additional 26.2 acres of undeveloped
land and a portion of the road west of the fort from local property owners.?%

The area rapidly industrialized as a major shipping and immigration center following the completion
of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad line in the early 1850s that connected the deep-water docks in
Locust Point to the city’s Inner Harbor. German, Polish, and Irish immigrant families, along with
native-born, Americans, crowded into small, two and three-story brick and frame row houses built
in close proximity to the factories and warehouses lining the harbor waterfront.?** As Locust Point's
former rural character quickly receded, the neighborhood’s working-class residents began to view
Fort McHenry as a park-like destination, valued for its open green space and leisurely walking paths
along the shoreline.

Intheyears afterthe Civil War, Locust Point’s growing population and the public’sincreased recreational
use of the grounds required the Army commanding officers to issue rules prohibiting local sightseers
and animals from treading on the fort’s sloping earthworks.?®> Access to Fort McHenry by the city’s
larger populace was made possible with the People’s Passenger Railway Company’s opening of a
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streetcar route from Druid Hill Park and downtown Baltimore to Fort McHenry in August 1879.2 The
Seventy-fifth Defenders’ Day Anniversary celebrations held 10 years later in 1889 and the Centennial
of Fort McHenry in 1894, ushered in a newfound awareness among Baltimore residents of the fort’s
historic significance and stirred local politicians, patriotic groups, and individuals to first petition the
War Department to rehabilitate the aging military reservation.

Following the War Department’s closure of Fort McHenry in 1912, the City of Baltimore rallied to save
the property from commercial redevelopment. Converted for use as a municipal park in 1914, Fort
McHenry served as “the people’s playground” and a “green breathing spot” for city residents until
the War Department requisitioned the site in 1917 after the nation’s entrance into World War 1.27
Expanded leisure use of Fort McHenry during this period also coincided with a growing movement to
preserve the Star Fort and memorialization of its historic events. During its three years of operation
as a public park, men, women, and children played alongside the Star Fort and swam in view of the
bronze monument installed in 1914 to honor
Lieutenant Colonel George Armistead.

The attempt to strike a balance between a
serious, commemorative appreciation of the
historic Fort and the long-held view and use
i of the area as a de-facto park by Locust Point
OPEN DAILY ] and Baltimore residents would become a
720 0 53% source of tension following the designation
{ S:E’fglﬂ('ﬂcﬁggﬂ of Fort McHenry as a National Park in 1925.2
Local criticisms of the War Department had
centered on absentee management of the
park and failure to adequately renovate the
deteriorated Star Fort buildings during its
tenure of stewardship between 1925 and
1933. These complaints later gave way to
apprehensions over NPS operation of the
area, which some found to be too restrictive
of public uses.
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Signs hung at the entrance gate warned
visitors of “No Picnicking, No Playground” on
park grounds (Figure 6-1). In 1939, residents

Figure 6-1. WPA Worker Installing New Signs at Fort McHenry, further bristled at the NPS’s implementation
1940 (Source: Superintendent’'s Monthly Narrative Report, ~ P

September 1940, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic of a 10-cent visitor's fee to enter the Star
Shrine. Copy on File at the Fort McHenry National Monumentand  Fort.?®®* Fort McHenry played its part during
Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

296 Clayton Colman Hall, ed., Baltimore: Its History and Its People, vol. 1 (New York: Lewis Historical Publishing Company,
1912), 548.

297 “City's Flag Over Fort,” Baltimore Sun (Baltimore, MD, June 28, 1914).

298 Ibid.

299 “To Charge Visitors To M'Henry Dime,” Baltimore Sun (Baltimore, MD, March 27, 1939).



World War Il when the park housed U.S. Navy and Coast Guard training facilities on the site. The fort
also served as a patriotic and popular symbol for War Bond drives in the Baltimore and mid-Atlantic
regions.

The late 1940s brought new questionsregarding the proper use of the site. Aseriesof recommendations
to improve Fort McHenry that were presented by a former congressional representative from Texas
and backed by the members of the Baltimore city government, strongly urged the NPS to remove the
admission fee and extend visitor hours during the summer months in order to make Fort McHenry
more accessible to local citizens. Other, more fanciful, recommendations included the construction
of a bandstand near the seawall and the NPS's allowance of organized picnic and supper parties on
the fort grounds.?® The park and its supporters resisted these proposals, with one editorial in the
Baltimore Sun playfully remarking:

United States Park Service has, perhaps wisely, made a distinction between recreational
parks and historic parks...There is much to be said for keeping hot dogs, paper
cups and banana peels out of history. Incidentally, Fort McHenry received enough
punishment at the hands of the British to last a lifetime.>"'

Recreational uses of Fort McHenry, which were considered “inappropriate” by the NPS due to the site’s
national significance, were addressed with a number of recommendations in the 1968 Fort McHenry
Master Plan. To lessen the number of visitors who had no intention of entering the Star Fort or the
Visitor Center, proposals called for charging a user fee at the entrance gate, reduced mowing of open
fields to discourage ball playing and picnicking on Fort grounds. Park staff began directing these
casual users to nearby city parks.>%?

This dynamic shifted in the late 1960s and 1970s as the NPS and Locust Point Community reacted to
the threats posed to Fort McHenry by the construction of the Interstate 95 Bypass through South
Baltimore and the redevelopment of the Inner Harbor. Although plans for an East-West expressway
bypass across the Baltimore harbor were first broached during the early 1950s, federal and local
commitments to the project were not fully expressed until 1968 with the proposed construction of an
eight-lane, two-deck, bridge immediately adjacent to the north boundary of Fort McHenry.3%

Members of the Locust Point Community loudly denounced the plans when they were presented
in March 1971. With tones of defiance and employing language that hearkened back to the first
campaigns to save Fort McHenry during the early twentieth century, the 1,000-member Locust Point
Civic Association (LPCA), under the leadership of Victor and Shirley Doda, owners of a funeral home
business in the community, led the local fight against the proposed transportation project, which was
championed by Baltimore Mayor Schaefer as a way to promote economic growth. These opponents
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STOP FORT McHENRY BY-PASS
SAVE OUR NATIONAL SHRINE

. 32 Locust Point Civic Association — Box 6302, Baltimore, Maryland

Figure 6-2. Locust Point Civic Association Bumper Sticker Protesting the Fort McHenry Bypass, circa 1972 (Source: Fort McHenry
National Monument and Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

of the bridge, which included clergy, and members of the American Legion among others, cast
themselves in the roles as modern defenders of the fort, with the spokesman of the LPCA vowing,
“We stand as our forefathers stood — with our backs to the wall — waiting for the battle to come.”30
Many residents and state legislators in Baltimore, and throughout the State of Maryland, likened the
road builders to thieves, intent on robbing Americans of the nationally significant monument.3%

Over the next three years, the LPCA continued its fight against the bypass, organizing weekly protest
marches against City Hall and donating proceeds raised through street festivals to raise money for
the anti-bypass campaign (Figure 6-2).3% By 1974, public pressure mounted by the LPCA, compelled
highway planners to develop alternate routes for a tunnel concept for 1-95 that skirted the northern
and southern edges of the fort. Despite reprisals by the Mayor’'s Office that stripped Locust Point
of city funding for a bus stop and bicentennial parade planning in 1976, the two sides eventually
reached a compromise in the conflict, with the LPCA ultimately agreeing to the southern route tunnel
plan.?%’

The $7.6 million design and engineering contract for the construction of tunnel was eventually
let in 1978 and Shirley Doda was later invited at the behest of Mayor Schaefer to attend the June
1980 groundbreaking ceremonies for the project.?® In 1984, a year prior to the completion of the
$825 million Fort McHenry Tunnel, Victor and Shirley Doda were honored for their efforts during a
ceremony held at Fort McHenry. The following year, park superintendent Karen Wade held a holiday
open house for the Locust Point community in appreciation of their support.3®
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In the years after the tunnel fight, cooperation between the NPS and the Locust Point neighborhood
has ebbed and flowed. In more recent years, superintendents Cook, Joss, and Vietzke have taken
steps to maintain a relationship with the Locust Point Community Association. The Fort McHenry
Guard is a popular fixture at annual Locust Point Star-Spangled Festivals and staff members regularly

attend monthly community meetings in the neighborhood.3'

Nevertheless, other longtime connections have weakened as the neighborhood has undergone a
demographic transformation as older residents die or move away and people from outside the area
have moved into the community. Heavy industry, which previously defined Locust Point has been
replaced over time by new condominiums as part of the continuing redevelopment of the Inner
Harbor into a tourism and residential center. Many of the newer residents are young and single who
do not plan to start a family in Locust Point, or stay long-term. Unfamiliar with the old traditions
of Locust Point, the newcomers often do no fully understand the historic neighborhood’s unique
relationship that has been forged over time with Fort McHenry.3"

FORT MCHENRY PARTNERSHIPS

The NPS has long encouraged partnerships and volunteerism as a means of building support within
local communities, involving the public, and developing a sense of stewardship for the park’s cultural,
historic, and natural resources. They also serve as important tools for achieving park goals with
limited resources — in short, accomplishing more with less. Over the course of its history as a national
monument, Fort McHenry has benefitted from partnerships, both formal and informal, with various
public agencies at the federal, state, and local levels in addition to generous support that was
sporadically provided by non-profit groups and private individuals. The 1968 Fort McHenry Master
Plan encouraged park management to “cooperate with outside agencies...to ensure significant visitor
use.” However, it was not until the 1990s and 2000s that Fort McHenry showed a true commitment
towards developing partnership programs throughout the region. This was part of a concerted
effort to provide educational opportunities and raise public awareness in advance of the War of 1812
Bicentennial celebrations.

FEDERAL PARTNERSHIPS

Shortly after the administrative transfer of Fort McHenry from the War Department to the NPS
under the Department of the Interior in 1933, the park entered into an agreement with the Public
Buildings Administration, the agency that managed the nearby federally-owned buildings adjoining
the fort. In exchange for the custodianship duties provided by the superintendent of Fort McHenry
for the properties, the NPS received free heating in the Star Fort buildings. This swap of services
was estimated to have cost approximately $10,000 annually. Superintendent Robert Holland found

310 Vincent Vaise, “Personal Communication,” August 2012.
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that his added responsibilities were a burden on his time. The NPS also questioned if more heat was
provided than required. The agreement was later discontinued after the U.S. Navy and U.S. Coast
Guard occupied the federal buildings in 1942 .31

In the years after World War IlI, the U.S. Navy Reserve and the USACE occupied the federally-owned
properties. Since that time, management at Fort McHenry has maintained a verbal, or “hand-shake,”
agreement with the two other federal agencies. This has primarily consisted of the sharing of
maintenance equipment, snow plowing of parking lots, and special use of the Naval Reserve Center
as an overflow parking area during special events, including presidential visits, and for other support
services.3'® Other notable partnerships between Fort McHenry and federal agencies have developed
in the 1990s and 2000s as the NPS took an active approach towards expanding its relationships and
interpretive opportunities beyond the confines of the fort’s grounds.

Smithsonian Institution’s National Museum of American History (1996-2006)

In 1996, Ranger Scott Sheads and Museum Curator Annavon Lunz were asked to serve asrepresentatives
from Fort McHenry on a panel of over 50 historians, conservators, and curators to advise the Smithsonian
Institution in the preservation of the historic Star-Spangled Banner on display at the National Museum
of American History in Washington D.C.3'* As part of the Star-Spangled Banner Flag Restoration
Project and associated exhibit, staff members conducted research and provided copies of documents
and artifacts from the park’s collection. This work also contributed toward the development of a
documentary video about the subject and the development of educational materials and interpretive
programs for the Star-Spangled Banner Flag House in Baltimore, the National Flag Foundation, and
the Maryland Department of Education.?'> Work on the Star-Spangled Banner conservation project
began in 1999. It was completed in 2006 at a cost of $18 million.3'®

Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network (1998 - Present)

Congress authorized the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Watertrails Network (CBGN) as part of
the Chesapeake Bay Initiative Act of 1998 as a NPS-administered partnership program to promote
education about the Bay's ecology and history and foster a conservation ethic for the watershed among
both residents and visitors. Coordinated through the NPS Chesapeake Bay Program Office (CBPO) in
Annapolis, Maryland, the CBGN partnership includes 170 Chesapeake Bay-related natural, cultural,
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and recreational sites and programs operated by various local, state, federal, and non-profit agencies
in the five-state and District of Columbia watershed region.?'” Fort McHenry National Monument and
Historic Shrine was one of the first participants in the program to support interpretation of the Bay's

maritime history.

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was developed between Fort McHenry and the Chesapeake
Program Office in February 2001 to formally designate the park as a Gateway site, making it subject
to grant funding.3'® As a new partner in the program in 2001, the park received $9,000 in CGBN
grant money through the Patriots of Fort McHenry for the expansion of its living history program
to include additional members of the Fort McHenry Guard representing sailors of the Chesapeake
Flotilla who manned various defensive positions during the Battle of Baltimore in 1814.3" That same
year, CGBN support, along with the National Aquarium in Baltimore, provided for the installation
of three wayside exhibits interpreting the ecological function and importance of the tidal wetlands
located on state-owned lands abutting the southern boundaries of the fort. In 2002, Fort McHenry
was the recipient of $13,500 in CGBN grants for interpretation of the former 1814 Water Battery. The
funding allowed for the installation of two new wayside exhibits and a major exhibit interpreting the
Fort’s 1814 defense works and weaponry.3? Additional CGBN funding of $56,000 in 2003 allowed
for Fort McHenry, in partnership with the Maryland Office of Tourism Development, to produce a
guide to the Chesapeake Campaign of the War of 1812.32" More recently, Fort McHenry's partnership
initiatives within the CGBN and with the Chesapeake Bay Program Office have focused on coordinating

activities with the newly developed Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trial.
Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail (1999-Present)

Plans for a designated national historic trail commemorating the Chesapeake Campaign of 1814
originated in the early 1990s. The project was conceived by the Maryland Statewide War of 1812
Initiative, a grassroots collection of historians and regional groups that sought to raise publicawareness
for the upcoming War of 1812 Bicentennial and petition for the preservation and interpretation of the
historic resources associated with those events. Congress enacted the Star-Spangled Banner National
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Historic Trail Study Act of 1999 as an amendment to the
National Trails System Act (Figure 6-3). Introduced by
Senator Paul Sarbanes of Maryland, the bill authorized a
study and evaluation of proposed routes for the trail that
would highlight the British burning of the White House
and Capitol in Washington D.C., the Battle of Baltimore,
and bombing of Fort McHenry, which inspired Francis
Scott Key's authorship of “The Star-Spangled Banner."3?

STAR-SPANGLED
v,. BANNER .
TIo rP

NAL HisTORIC

Over the next three years, the NPS Northeast Regional
Office, along with staff from the National Capital Region
Office, Fort McHenry, and the American Battlefield

Figure 6-3. Star-Spangled Banner National Historic . . . .
Tr%“ Sign (Souﬁce:g http://www.nps.gov/stsp/ Protection Program held a series of public meetings,

index.htm) historian workshops, and personal interviews to develop
consensus among potential stakeholders and partners
in Washington D.C., Maryland, and Virginia regarding the national significance of the proposed
trail and the potential for national designation.?? Working concurrently with the Star-Spangled
Banner National Historic Trail study, Fort McHenry Superintendent Laura Joss initiated a NPS War of
1812 Anniversary Planning Working Group in 2002. The goal of the partnership was to coordinate
communications and planning activities among the 18 national parks associated with the war
along with local, state, and regional organizations that may also wish to participate in approaching
bicentennial activities.?*

In 2004, the Star-Spangled National Historic Trail Feasibility Study and Environmental Impact Statement
were released. The report recommended the establishment of non-profit organization that would
work in coordination with the federal government, through the NPS, and state and local agencies
to jointly plan, develop, and manage the proposed commemorative trail. The routes would consist
of a combination of recreational corridors, existing roads, and water trails. Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine was selected as the lead park unit to assist with administration and
coordination of the routes and to provide limited financial assistance for the multi-state project.
Initial costs for survey and development of the Star Spangled National Historic Trail were projected
at $1.75 million with additional costs covered by partnering agencies. Annual operating costs were
estimated to be $375,000.3%
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Four more years of hard work between Fort McHenry and NPS staff in the Chesapeake Bay Program
Office, along with numerous state, local, and non-profit organizations were rewarded on May 8, 2008
when President George W. Bush signed legislation into law designating the Star-Spangled Banner
National Historic Trail. A press conference was held a month later at Fort McHenry and attended
by members of Maryland’s congressional delegation to officially announce the designation of the
290-mile commemorative land and water route. Fort McHenry Superintendent Gay Vietzke hailed
the new National Heritage Trail as a “huge victory for Maryland as it organizes for the Bicentennial
Celebration.”32

The NPS in coordination with the Maryland Office of Tourism Development and State Highway
Administration would administer the trail. Following designation, Fort McHenry staff members
worked with the NPS Chesapeake Bay Program Office to prepare an Star-Spangled Banner National
Historic Trail Advisory Council, coordinate with the Maryland Scenic Byways for those areas of the
State’s Star-Spangled Banner Byway that overlay the National Historic Trail, and develop website,
associated exhibit, and brochure.3?” Development of a Comprehensive Management Plan was initiated
in 2010 to set priorities and goals for the future management of the Trail. In 2011, NPS and its public
and private partners completed the Interpretive Plan for the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic
Trail defining its historic themes and programs.3#

PARTNERSHIPS WITH THE STATE OF MARYLAND

While the Governor of Maryland and State Assembly members acted as prominent supporters both in
the drive to secure Fort McHenry as a municipal park in 1914 and later, during the campaign to have
it designated as a National Park in 1925, little documentation indicating close levels of cooperation
between the state government and the administrative management of the NPS and its predecessor,
the War Department, in the subsequent decades of the twentieth century exists. This history appears
to have changed with the contentious events that erupted over the State’s proposed plans for the
Fort McHenry Bridge and later Tunnel, during the 1970s. As the project got under way in the early
1980s, Fort McHenry staff consulted with the Maryland Department of Transportation Authority and
other federal and City of Baltimore agencies to mitigate the adverse environmental effects produced
by its construction.
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National Monument & Historic Shrine, 2009), 14, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

328 Department of the Interior, National Park Service, “Trail Planning,” Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail, July
2012, http://www.nps.gov/stsp/parkmgmt/trplanning.htm.

81



82

In the mid-1990s, the NPS partnered with the State of Maryland to provide increased protection both
within and beyond the Fort McHenry boundaries. In June 1996, the NPS, under the Department
of the Interior, entered into an agreement with the State of Maryland to establish concurrent law
enforcement jurisdiction for all 17 NPS administered areas within the State, including Fort McHenry.
In effect, this established a partnership between the NPS and the State of Maryland for the joint
administration and enforcement of both State and Federal criminal codes within park boundaries.3?

Around this same time, the State of Maryland demonstrated its support of Fort McHenry as it sought
to improve the park’s infrastructure to handle current and projected future rates of visitation.
Heeding requests by the park’s partner, the Patriots of Fort McHenry, the Maryland General Assembly
authorized approximately $500,000 in matching grants of state funds to private funds in FY 1997 for
the enlargement of the outdated Fort McHenry visitor center.?*® This funding was later raised to $1.3
million in 2001 as the park began planning to design and build a new facility. In turn, those efforts
established a framework for additional cooperative agreements between the NPS and the State of
Maryland with regard to planning initiatives for upcoming events associated with the War of 1812
Bicentennial.

Maryland War of 1812 Bicentennial Commission (2007-Present)

The Maryland War of 1812 Bicentennial Commission was established through an Executive Order
issued by Maryland Governor Martin O’'Malley in September 2007 to plan and coordinate investment
in heritage tourism and educational programs supporting the commemoration of the State’s role
in the War of 1812. Various Commission activities designed to advance these goals included the
development of the Star-Spangled 200 marketing campaign by the Maryland Department of Business
and Economic, production of a War of 1812 documentary, and using proceeds from the sale of
Star-Spangled Banner Commemorative coins produced by the U.S. Mint. As a central partner of
the Bicentennial Commission, Fort McHenry Superintendent Gay Vietzke co-chaired the Committee
on Education. The park’s staff played a central role within the Commission’s work committees for
Education, Resource Stewardship, and Events in the planning of state-wide commemorative activities,
which will start with the Star-Spangled Sailabration, a weeklong maritime event held in June 2012,
and will continue through 2014. The NPS also worked with the Commission on the design logo for
the Star-Spangled Banner National Heritage Trail .33
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BALTIMORE CITY PARTNERSHIPS

Although the City of Baltimore operated Fort McHenry as a public park over a brief period between
1914 and 1917, the relationship between the municipal government the NPS, and its immediate
predecessor, the War Department, was often conducted on an intermittent basis and occasionally
subjected to the vagaries of local politics. Cooperation between the NPS at Fort McHenry and the
City of Baltimore following the administrative transfer in 1933 was generally limited to coordination
and planning for Defenders’ Day events and the construction of municipal utility lines through park
boundaries during the 1920s and the late 1940s.

Tentative steps at cooperation between Fort McHenry and City Hall began to appear in the 1950s. As
the number of visitors to Fort McHenry soared after World War Il, Mayor Thomas D’Alesandro directed
the city’s public works department in 1950 to purchase and install 200 metal route markers along
Baltimore streets to guide out-of-town tourists to the park.33? The following year, the interpretive
staff at Fort McHenry first began working with many city and county schools to make guided tours
of the Star Fort a main part of the lesson plan for the histories of Baltimore and Maryland. In 1952,
the City of Baltimore Board of Education recommended that the Fort McHenry Historical Handbook,
a 38-page informational booklet written by park historians, be used for local history courses taught
at the junior-high school level.33

During the late 1960s and early 1970s, the NPS began to work in a more coordinated fashion with
city agencies. Local developments and events, including the Inner Harbor redevelopment and
construction of the 1-95 tunnel, were expected to drastically increased traffic and visitation at Fort
McHenry and had a negative impact on the park’s operations. In 1973, law enforcement personnel
at Fort McHenry began working more closely with the City of Baltimore and the U.S. Marshal’s office
in Baltimore in preparation for the increased crowd security measures required for upcoming U.S.
Bicentennial celebrations.

With a marked increase in the number of presidential visits to Fort McHenry in the 1980s and 1990s,
the NPS and the Baltimore Police and Fire departments eventually formalized their previous verbal
cooperative agreement through a 1992 MOU, giving the City police powers within fort grounds
during emergencies and special events.?* In the wake of the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks
and the fatal Seaport Taxi accident on March 6, 2004, a new MOU was signed in 2005, renewing
the agreement and allowing for continued law enforcement assistance by the city’s police and fire
departments across jurisdictional lines.>*> Preparation for the War of 1812 Bicentennial has produced
additional partnerships and cooperative agreements with the City of Baltimore.
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Baltimore City Heritage Area and National Heritage Areas (1997-Present)

In anticipation of increased heritage tourism and economic development opportunities associated
with the War of 1812 Bicentennial, the Baltimore mayor’s office, approached representatives from
the NPS Northeast Regional Office (NERO) in 2004 to determine if the Baltimore City Heritage Area
had attained a level of national significance to warrant an expanded partnership with NPS.3% The
Baltimore City Heritage Area was originally designated as a Maryland Heritage Area in 1997 and
included many of the city’s cultural and historic resources in neighborhoods primarily concentrated
within a 22-square mile radius around the downtown Inner Harbor. It later became a Maryland
Certified State Heritage Area in 2001.3%

NPS staff at both Fort McHenry and the Northeast Regional Office worked as advisors to the Mayor’s
office to develop a feasibility study and help craft legislation for the potential designation of the
city’s heritage area as a National Heritage Area (NHA). On March 8, 2009, Congress authorized the
Baltimore National Heritage Area (BNHA), making it one of the few, urban NHA's in the United
States.>*® Baltimore Mayor Sheila Dixon officially announced the new development in August of that
year during a public ceremony held in Fells Point that was attended by U.S. Senator Ben Cardin and
a number of Maryland’s congressional representatives. Superintendent Gay Vietzke obligated NPS
funding for the BNHA's initial activities and members of the Fort McHenry staff acted as the Color
Guard for the event.?**

Designation transferred the management of the BNHA from the city to the non-profit Baltimore
Heritage Area Association, Inc. with the superintendent of Fort McHenry serving as an executive
member of the BNHA Advisory Committee. As a National Heritage Area, the BNHA works to advance
preservation and education of the city’s historical, cultural, and natural resources through facilitation
of public-private partnerships and management of federal, state, and local grants supporting heritage
tourism. Since designation, the BNHA and the staff at Fort McHenry have partnered together on a
number of joint programs and events, including the creation of the heritage area’s website, planning
for the upcoming bicentennial of the War of 1812, and developing interpretive panels in the park’s
new Visitor and Education Center highlighting the city’s history and War of 1812 attractions.3%°
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The City of Baltimore also proved to be an instrument in helping Fort McHenry build a sorely needed
Visitor and Education Center, committing $1.3 million in 2008 towards the new facility’s design and
construction. More recently, operations began in June 2012 on the Charm City Circulator Banner
Route, a free public transit bus service established through a partnership between the NPS and the
Baltimore Department of Transportation. Funded through a $1.6 million grant from U.S. Department
of Transportation, the Charm City Circulator Banner Route is expected to provide transit assistance for
the record number of tourists expected to attend the upcoming War of 1812 Bicentennial celebrations
at Fort McHenry 24

NON-PROFIT PARTNERSHIPS

Local patriotic groups and individuals who had been core supporters in the campaign to designate
Fort McHenry as a national monument in 1925 also acted as the park’s earliest benefactors. In 1935,
the Society of the War of 1812 facilitated the NPS’s restricted purchase of the E. Berkley Bowie
Firearms Collection, an assortment of over 500-small arms dating from the eighteenth through the
early twentieth centuries. The collection, placed on permanent exhibit within the Star Fort barracks,
formed the basis of Fort McHenry’s nascent museum program. The following year, the United States
Society of Daughters of the War of 1812, under the leadership of the indomitable Mrs. Reuben Ross
Holloway, donated a number of early American furniture pieces to furnish rooms in the Commanding
Officer’s Quarters (Building A).3* Mrs. Holloway made additional contributions to Fort McHenry's
museum collection with the donation in 1938 of her personal papers chronicling her drive to make
“The Star-Spangled Banner” the official national anthem along with her and John W. Ferrell’s gift of
the mural “Tis the Star-Spangled Banner” to the park in 1939.34

As the NPS began to take on a more active role in the development of its collections and interpretive
programs at Fort McHenry during the 1940s and 1950s, the informal partnerships with these
organizations waned considerably. Superintendent’s annual reports from this period only makes
mention of groups like the Maryland Yacht Club, who assisted in the annual Defenders’ Day
celebrations, and the Society for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities, the on-site managers of
Hampton National Historic Site. In the late 1950s, some local citizens sought to return the reconstructed
USS Constellation to Baltimore, permanently berth the vessel at Fort McHenry, and manage it as a
tourist attraction; however, these plans were never realized and the ship was eventually docked in
the Inner Harbor area.
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Formation of the popular Tattoo program in 1965 and cooperative recommendations included in
the 1968 Master Plan showed a new interest by the administration at Fort McHenry in fostering
partnerships with academic institutions and private groups in Baltimore. Implementation of the
Volunteers-In-Parks (VIP) program at Fort McHenry in the 1970s and the creation of the Fort McHenry
Guard and Patriots of Fort McHenry in the 1980s strengthened these efforts as the NPS, beset by
declining budgets and staffing shortages, increasingly relied on volunteer support and private

fundraising assistance.

The Fort McHenry Tattoo (1965- Present)

Originally co-sponsored under a Cooperative Agreement between the NPS and the Baltimore Chamber
of Commerce, the Fort McHenry Tattoo, also referred to as the Fort McHenry Military Ceremony,
was first performed on the Parade Ground of the Star Fort on Thursday evening on June 28, 1965.
Presented by the U.S. Marine Drum and Bugle Corps and Drill Team from the Marine Barracks at
Fort Meade in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, the program consisted of a typical military tattoo
dating from the 1814 period and conducted under the U.S. Drill Regulations of 1812 (Figure 6-4).
The Marine Corps performed the weekly, 30-minute ceremonies throughout the summer season. NPS
superintendents and directors, high-ranking military officers, politicians, and local celebrities or sports
figures were often selected as Honorary Colonels for each presentation.

it O i Al

Figure 6-4. U.S. Marine Corps performing a Summer Tattoo Ceremony at Fort McHenry, circa 1980 (Source: National Park
Service, Harpers Ferry Center, Charles Town, WV).



The Fort McHenry Tattoo was immediately popular with both the visiting public and NPS staff, despite
the increased planning and staff required for each presentation. Superintendent George Mackenzie
exclaimed, “we believe we pioneered in the establishment of a new and distinctive type of program,
which may well have possible application in other areas of the Service.”3** The Marine Drum and
Bugle Corps and Drill Team and Tattoo Ceremony were prominently employed as part of the series of
Bicentennial-related events held at Fort McHenry from 1974- 1976.3%

In the years after the Bicentennial, Marine Corps involvement in the program was reduced to allow
for inclusion of other military service branches. In August 1979, the program’s 14-year association
with the Marines was broken when the U.S. Coast Guard Band and Drill Team from New London,
Connecticut performed the ceremony. The following year, the Fort McHenry Tattoo was presented
by all four branches of the military for the first time.?* Uniformed staff and volunteers donning
1814-period equipment and uniforms augmented the tattoo presentation following the creation
of the Fort McHenry Guard in 1982. The ceremonies also began to include Civil War living history
interpretation in the early 1990s. Even though the number of presentations was reduced to three or
four per season during the 1990s and 2000s, considerably lower than the standard 10 or 11 programs
offered during the 1960s and 1970s, the Fort McHenry Tattoo continues to be a very popular draw for
the park, often attracting between 1,000 and 2,500 visitors.?#

Volunteers-In-Parks (1973-Present) and the Fort McHenry Guard (1982-Present)

Enacted by Congress in 1970 under Public Law 91-357, the Volunteer-In-Parks (VIP) program was
developed by the NPS as a means of accepting voluntary help from individuals and organizations in a
manner that would be mutually beneficial for both parties.>*® The VIP program was inaugurated at Fort
McHenry in 1973 with 19 volunteers participating in living history interpretation of the 1814 period
during the Defenders’ Day celebrations and decoration of Star Fort buildings during the Christmas
season.>* Other volunteers assisted with Visitor Services duties, education, historical research, and
maintenance. Service opportunities expanded at Fort McHenry in the 2000s as VIPs assisted with
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cleanup efforts in the neighboring tidal wetlands area, living history interpretation, planning and
operation of special events, and presentations of off-site programs at schools, museums, and local
community organizations. In 2005 alone, volunteers donated 27,522 hours to the park, an equivalent
of 13 full-time employees over the year.’*

Patriots of Fort McHenry/Friends of Fort McHenry (1984-Present)

The Patriots of Fort McHenry, Inc. was organized in 1984 as a tax-exempt, non-profit foundation
to assist the NPS at Fort McHenry as it grappled with limited funding, increased visitation, and
mounting financial challenges associated with its antiquated and overcrowded Visitor Center and the
deterioration of the historic seawall structure and Star Fort. Primarily comprised of a group of local
businessmen and civic leaders, the Patriots were headed by Walter D. Hyle, Jr., the first president of
the organization and an adjunct of the Disabled American Veterans of Maryland. The group would
become the main fundraising partner for the NPS at Fort McHenry, financially supporting the park
through special events, fundraising, and educational and promotional activities.

In 1984, the group enlisted former Baltimore Colts quarterback Johnny Unitas to assist with a national
fund drive to raise $6.8 million in private donations for a host of improvements at the park, including
an enlargement of the existing visitor center, rebuilding of the Civil War battery, and preservation
and stabilization of the seawall and Star Fort walls.>>" The following year, the Patriots of Fort McHenry
raised their initial monetary target to $27 million in the hope of financing the restoration of the
1814 batteries, funding additional archeological studies at the fort and supporting the Fort McHenry
Tattoo and Guard programs, as well as improving educational publications.3?

The Patriots of Fort McHenry proved to be successful in raising money for some projects, including
the replacement of the damaged Fort McHenry flagpole in 1989; purchasing and maintenance of
Fort McHenry Guard uniforms and equipment; and development of various educational outreach
and lesson plan programs. Yet by the mid-1990s, the group remained far short of its goal in reaching
$27 million in donations. Between 1993 and 1995, the Patriots redoubled their efforts, announcing
a new $5.5 million drive for a new visitor center and hiring a full-time fundraising manager. Despite
securing a commitment from the Maryland General Assembly for $500,000 in matching bonds
towards construction of an expanded visitor facility at Fort McHenry, strains developed at this time
between the Patriots of Fort McHenry and NPS administration due to concerns over the general lack
of progress made by the group during its capital campaign.3>3
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In 1996, the Executive Director of the Patriots quit and the board splitinto two factions unable to agree
on the direction of the organization and its proper role in support of the NPS and Fort McHenry. To
better serve the park’s fundraising and educational objectives, the larger faction within the Patriots
of Fort McHenry finalized a merger in 1998 with the Living Classrooms Foundation (LCF), a Baltimore
non-profit education organization, to form the Patriots of Fort McHenry, Inc. The lengthy merger,
which hampered the group’s activities over this period, resulted in several new members joining the
board for the Patriots and drafting of a new MOA between the park and the group.3**

In 2001, the ongoing campaign for the enlargement
and renovation of the existing visitor center was halted EN DS
and the NPS began planning for the construction of an .Q;\

entirely new facility. In pursuit of this goal, the Patriots Q

of Fort McHenry worked in 2005 with the Maryland
Congressional Delegation to secure an $11 million
earmark for the new Visitor and Education Center. The *
group also petitioned the Maryland General Assembly

and City of Baltimore to contribute an additional $1.3

million each in matching bonds. In an effort to remove V{E
its martial connotations and more accurately represent o $
the group’s mission, the name of the Patriots of Fort @7‘ ‘QJ
McHenry was changed to the Friends of Fort McHenry in MCH

2006 (Figure 6-5). Figure 6-5. Friends of Fort McHenry Logo

(Source: www.nps.gov).

Dissention between the Friends Group and the

administration at Fort McHenry reemerged in 2007 with the departure of the Friends of Fort McHenry
director. This time the problems revolved around perceptions held by some members of the non-
profit that it was exempt from certain NPS policies, greater attention to the revenue-generating
activities of the LCF's Baltimore Maritime Museum and National Historic Seaport at the expense of
those supporting Fort McHenry, and questions involving the use of raised funds.?>> In 2008, Kathleen
Kreul became the new director of the Friends of Fort McHenry. The partnership group remained
an affiliate of LCF but was reorganized according to a traditional NPS Friends Group model. To
improve lines of communication, the group’s office was housed on-site at the fort and Kreul set
about rebuilding the Friends’ membership lists and recovering existing organization files.*® In FY
2009, a new formal agreement and mutual work plan was put into place between the Friends of Fort
McHenry and the NPS.

354 Kayci Cook Collins, “Patriots of Fort McHenry,” Partnerships, August 3, 2003, http://www.nps.gov/partnerships/
patriots_of_fort_mchenry.htm.

355 Ibid.

356 Vietzke, Fort McHenry NMHS and Hampton NHS FY2007 Annual State of the Parks, 3.

89



90

Since that time, the Friends of Fort McHenry has renewed its focus on the development and support of
educational programming, living history interpretation, and new interpretive exhibits at Fort McHenry.
These activities include the Fort McHenry Experience and Young Defenders Day, two curriculum-based
educational programs for Baltimore City Schools, planning and living-history public programming for
the annual Star-Spangled Banner Weekend celebrations. The latest initiative is “ 200 for 200,” which
allows underserved schools to make an educational visit to Fort McHenry each year of the Bicentennial.
Continued fundraising initiatives by the Friends of Fort McHenry are procured with the assistance of
individuals, businesses, and non-profit foundations.’

The Greater Baltimore History Alliance (1988- Present)

Established by the Mayor’s Task Force in 1988, to promote local, multi-cultural heritage in Baltimore
through “community services and educational programs,” the Greater Baltimore History Alliance
(GBHA) is a collaboration of 52-member organizations located throughout the city, including museums
and historic sites.3*® Superintendent John Tyler was one of main individuals behind the establishment
of the Alliance and his successors, Laura Joss, Kayci Cook, and Gay Vietzke, worked to strengthen the
park’s association with the GBHA throughout the 1990s and 2000s. Fort McHenry superintendents
have often served on the GBHA Board of Directors and park management has consistently attended
the group’s monthly meetings.**®

Along with Hampton National Historic Site, the GBHA also includes: the Baltimore National Heritage
Area; the Flag House & Star-Spangled Banner Museum; the Maryland Historical Society; the National
Historic Seaport; and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Museum. All of these groups have developed or
strengthened their independent relationships with Fort McHenry during the 1990s and 2000s. Park
superintendents have often served on the Executive Board of the Flag-House Star-Spangled Banner
Museum. As the War of 1812 Bicentennial approaches, the Maryland Historical Society and Fort
McHenry have solidified a long-standing relationship between the two organizations. The Society
loaned the original manuscripts of “The Star-Spangled Banner” for a temporary, six-month exhibit in
the new Visitor Center facility and the fort reciprocated by loaning a replica six-pound field cannon.

Pride of Baltimore (1977-1986), Pride of Baltimore Il (1988-Present)

The relationship between the two replica tall ships and Fort McHenry developed over the years into
an informal partnership, each assisting the other in interpretive and maintenance activities. The
original Pride of Baltimore sank in May 1986, resulting in the loss of four lives. Services for the ship
and her crew were held at Fort McHenry later that month and attended by hundreds of friends,
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dignitaries, and the surviving crew. Fort McHenry entered into a formal Cooperative Agreement with
the Pride of Baltimore Il lending staff support as a means of expanding interpretation of the War
of 1812 at the park and onboard the vessel.3*® More recently, dredging of the water taxi harbor by
the City of Baltimore in 2012 has allowed for improved access by the Pride of Baltimore Il to attend
events held at Fort McHenry held in conjunction with the Bicentennial of the War of 1812 from 2012
through 2015.3%

Tidal Wetlands Partnership (1997-Present)

In 1997, NPS staff at Fort McHenry received a grant that led to a partnership with the National
Aquarium in Baltimore (NAIB) and the State of Maryland and an ongoing program for the volunteer
cleanup, restoration, and research of a state owned 10-acre tidal wetland located adjacent to the
southern boundary of the park. The State of Maryland Department of Transportation had created
the man-made wetland in 1982 as part of the environmental mitigation (compensatory restoration)
for the construction of the Fort McHenry Tunnel. With no maintenance plan in place following the
completion of the tunnel in 1986, the area routinely became filled with debris.

NPS Horticulturalist Paul Bitzel prepared the initial grant under Chief of Maintenance, Greg McGuire.
The funding helped create and develop the partnership with the NAIB. Cleanups of the tidal marsh
were performed on a quarterly basis. Other work included developing an inventory of plants, bird
species, and types of debris deposited in the marsh. The Aquarium Conservation Team (ACT!) and Fort
McHenry maintenance staff originally joined with private companies such as Walmart and Unilever, as
well as community volunteer groups to donate both money and volunteer hours toward the project.
Other active private and public partners have included: Morgan State University; the Baltimore Bird
Club; Steinweg Baltimore; the Maryland Port Administration; REI, Royal Bank of Canada; Constellation
Energy; the Maryland Environmental Trust; and Toyota.3%?

By 2001, Fort McHenry had entered into a formal Cooperative Agreement with the NAIB to support
education and research activities associated with the restoration of the wetlands.3%* Cleanups were also
coordinated in September of each year in support of National Public Lands Day and the International
Coastal Cleanup. In addition, Jim Peters and other dedicated volunteers with the Baltimore Bird Club
offered group tours, developed educational brochures, recorded data, and monitored bird species in
the area.’®
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Through the partnership with the National Aquarium and the Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network;
a State Wetlands and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Field Station; and
a small nature trail were dedicated during a ribbon cutting ceremony in June 2002. Three scenic
overlooks installed along the trail included wayside exhibits to interpret the ecological importance
and role of the marsh. In recognition of his work in establishing the wetlands partnership project,
Greg McGuire was presented with the Maintenance Employee of the Year award on behalf of the NPS
Regional Director.?® The following year, Jim Peters became the first recipient of the NPS’s George B.
Hartzog Award for Outstanding Volunteer Service.3%

In September 2003, Hurricane Isabel struck the mid-Atlantic Region, clogging it with debris. Over
late winter and early spring of 2004, resource management volunteers with the National Aquarium
and the Fort McHenry Maintenance Division conducted a large cleanup and restoration effort of
the area through a $200,000 grant from the State managed by NAIB and with assistance from the
Maryland Port Administration, the NOAA, and the U.S. Geological Survey. The wetlands site was
redesigned to improve tidal flushing, allow for greater fish and wildlife access, and to remove invasive
vegetation (Figure 6-6).3¢’ Extensive bird monitoring statistics collected by the Baltimore Bird Club
were forwarded to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.>®®

Figure 6-6. Restoration of Wetlands near Fort McHenry, 2003 (Source: www. http://celebrating200years.noaa.gov).
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The Fort McHenry tidal wetlands have since become an integral site within the NPS Chesapeake
Bay Gateways Network (CBGN). It has helped to broaden interpretation at Fort McHenry to include
environmental awareness and stewardship. The collaboration with the National Aquarium continues
to be one of the most noteworthy and successful partnerships maintained by the park over the past
two decades.

Living Classrooms Foundation (1998-Present)

Fort McHenry's partnership with the LCF was established under Superintendent Kayci Cook as part of
the merger of the fractured Patriots of Fort McHenry with LCF in 1998.3%° The LCF was founded in 1985
as a Baltimore and Washington D.C.-based educational non-profit organization with an emphasis on
providing learning programs based on direct experience. The park’s partnership with LCF coincided
with the non-profit’s start of operation of a Seaport Taxi service, which linked Fort McHenry to the
Baltimore National Historic Seaport, a collection of 15 maritime-related attractions located along the
Inner Harbor promenade, which included the USS Constellation, the USS Lightship Chesapeake, the
USS Torsk submarine, and the Baltimore Maritime Museum.37°

Following the Seaport Taxi accident in March 2004, LCF discontinued its taxi business. Many of the
attractions comprising the Baltimore National Historic Seaport have since been merged into successor
organizations still operated by LCF, including Historic Ships in Baltimore and the Frederick Douglass-
Isaac Myers Maritime Park. The most recent cooperative agreement between Fort McHenry and
LCF involves Project SERVE (Service-Empowerment-Revitalization-Volunteerism-Employment). The
program, which started at Fort McHenry in 2010, provides vocational skills for inner-city youth by
park staff in masonry work, grounds rehabilitation, material restoration, and landscape maintenance.
An affordable alternative to using paid staff or private contractors while providing valuable, on the
job training, the Project SERVE Program has been viewed as mutually beneficial by both the NPS and
the LCF organization.?”
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he 1925 legislation establishing Fort McHenry as a National Park called for the “restoration” of

the fort and its preservation as a “national memorial shrine as the birthplace of the immortal

song “The Star-Spangled Banner.” Since that time, park managers working first under the
direction of the War Department and later, the NPS, have attempted to fulfill those mandates,
weighing decisions regarding development of the area with the responsibility for the preservation,
rehabilitation, and selective restoration of the historic Star Fort and its associated resources, including
museum collections, archeological sites, and the cultural landscape. Over time, methods and
philosophies have evolved to reflect changes in NPS policies and guidelines that inform best practices
in the emerging field of cultural resource management.

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT HISTORY AT FORT MCHENRY

Under the War Department’s eight-year stewardship of Fort McHenry from 1925-1933, the appearance
of the Star Fort and attendant grounds was radically transformed from the labyrinthine network of
buildings that had been built on the grounds during its previous use as a World War | hospital facility.
While the stated directive of the Army was to restore Fort McHenry and its grounds to its appearance
conforming to the historic events of 1814, work during this period was often hampered by sporadic
budgeting and suffered at the outset from a failure to develop an accurate and detailed plan based
on historically documented research. As a result, subsequent repair of the Star Fort buildings and
grounds generally proceeded on an unsystematic basis.>”?

Despite Fort McHenry's status as a federally designated and protected National Park, the War Department
largely ignored requirements in the Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC 431-433), which prohibited the
disturbance or removal of cultural resources on the historic site. Clearance and removal of the hospital
buildings over the course of 1925 and 1926 resulted in the demolition of a number of the fort's
nineteenth-century buildings, including the former hospital and stable that both dated to the 1814
bombardment. Other significant buildings, including the pre-Civil War stables and the 1879 Chapel,
were also lost. Extensive grading and filling operations indiscriminately buried the foundations of
historic period buildings and substantially damaged or destroyed defense works and archeological
resources.’’?
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Subsequent restoration work under the War Department’s supervision was also loosely grounded in
the historical record. Reconstructions of the Junior Officer’s Quarters, building porches, and the main
entrance gate were mistakenly based on the 1830s design of the fort after it had been extensively
modified with a number of Second System fortification enlargements.?’* Installation of modern utility
lines through the grounds; demolition of the colossal 1870s water battery in 1929; and construction
of a visitor parking lot immediately adjacent to the Star Fort, further diminished the historic integrity
of the site.

With the administrative transfer in 1933, expectations were raised among the public and within the NPS
itself for improved research, interpretation, and management practices at Fort McHenry. Anticipating
the influx of a number of historical areas into the National Park System, the Director’s Office created the
Historical Division in 1931 within the Branch of Research and Education to support and develop policies
and methods for preservation and development within the NPS. In practice, early superintendents
at Fort McHenry maintained many of the rehabilitation and restoration practices established by their
predecessors in the War Department, while continuing to overlook federal preservation policies
regarding the site’s archeological and historic resources.?”> With the sudden flood of New Deal funding
at Fort McHenry in 1934, the NPS Headquarters office exerted pressure on park superintendents to
expend their allocated budget for each fiscal year.3’¢ Despite passage of the Historic Sites Act in
1935, which enlarged the Service's ability to conduct historic preservation activities and established a
“national policy” for the federal management and use of historic properties of national significance,
management at Fort McHenry appeared to be more concerned with the quantity and scope of repair
projects, often at the expense of the park’s cultural resources.

Over the next six-and-a-half years, local crews of semi-skilled and unskilled laborers engaged in a
continuous succession of selective rehabilitation and repair projects at the site. While these New Deal-
funded public works produced noticeable aesthetic improvements, they also resulted in considerable
damage to the historic fabric of the Star Fort. Workers removed a portion of the Sally Port ramp
and bastion to facilitate automobile access to the parking lot and the masonry was thrown into the
Patapsco River for use as riprap. Installation of underground utility lines resulted in the removal of a
large portion of an original breast-height wall. Fort Avenue, an original landscape feature of the site,
was paved with modern asphalt, while loose surface walkways and circulation trails were replaced
with brick. Most detrimental was the use of Portland cement and improper mortaring techniques for
the repair of the brick of the Star Fort buildings and walls. The hardness of the modern mortaring
compound trapped water in the historic brick, causing the masonry to fail over time. NPS historians
would later remark that the NPS's treatment of historic fort sites like Fort McHenry during this period
was “no better than vandalism.” 37
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The 1939 Master Plan first introduced a zoning model that divided the park into two sub-areas,
commonly referred to as the “historic” and “development” zones. This concept would strongly
influence future resource management planning and development decisions at Fort McHenry in the
following decades. The historic zone comprised the fort’s boundaries at the time period of the 1814
bombardment (originally listed as the 1819 boundaries) and included the historic Star Fort and the
1840s-period Battery. The development zone encompassed the remainder of the park, which was
purchased by the War Department in 1836. Modern intrusions, like the surface parking lot, were
to be removed from the historic zone, while the development zone was reserved for future NPS site
improvements to accommodate visitors and staffing needs.

Large-scale restoration projects at Fort McHenry were sharply curtailed with the start of World War
Il and remained rare during the austere budget years of the post-war era. Meanwhile, existing
NPS policies and the park’s cultural resource management practices remained relatively unchanged
over this same period. Park managers failed to conduct archeological investigations as part of
the excavation of the Water Battery near the Armistead Statue from 1948 and 1950 or during the
installation of municipal water mains through fort grounds between 1949 and 1952.

THE HISTORICAL AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESEARCH PROJECT (HARP)

Viewed by Superintendent Robert Atkinson as “the first real research...undertaken in several
years,” the Historical and Archeological Research Project (HARP) was one of the most noteworthy
Mission 66-funded projects undertaken at Fort McHenry during the late 1950s. It would provide
the interpretive basis for future architectural documentation and archeological investigations of the
site. Provisions were made within the NPS Director’s Office to fund HARP and a team of two contract
historians, two archeologists, and a stenographer began work on the project in May 1957.3® The
work consisted of exhaustive research in a number of repositories located throughout the country
and collection of over 15,000 architectural and historical documents associated with the fort.

In the spring of 1958, NPS archeologist G. Hubert Smith began the first of a series of archeological
investigations of Fort McHenry. Over the summer and early fall, Smith and his team investigated
or uncovered the sites of a number of former buildings and structures associated with the 1814
bombardment, including the former Tavern; the 1814 water battery; boundary Wall structures;
and the 1814 stables, storehouse, and hospital. Additional explorations by Lee’s architectural team
uncovered the presence of a cellar kitchen under the Enlisted Men’s Barracks Number Two. His “most
celebrated accomplishment” was the excavation of the crossbeams belonging to Fort McHenry’s 1803
flagstaff (Figure 7-1).57°
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97



98

The first, detailed, architectural
study of the Fort McHenry was
performed in conjunction with
Smith’s work. NPS architect, Lee
H. Nelson (1927-1997), directed the
team of five student architects who
worked on the project. The Historic
American Buildings Survey (HABS)
provided funding for the research,
which was restricted to the physical
history of Fort Whetstone and the
interior buildings of Fort McHenry.
Nelson’s HABS team measured,
photographed, and recorded the
Star Fort buildings, save for the
Commanding Officer's Quarters

Figure 7-1. Chief of Maintenance Gerald E. Bemrick (Left) and Park Historian ~ and the Junior Officers’ Quarters,
George C. Mackenzie (Right) During the Excavation of the 1803 Flagstaff hich t dd t
Braces, 1958 (Source: National Park Service, Harpers Ferry Center, Charles which were not measure ue to

Town, WV). limitations on time and funding.
An historic base map was also prepared showing the fort as it appeared in 1814. The finalized report,
titled Historic American Buildings Survey: An Architectural Study of Fort McHenry, was published in
1961. The HABS documentation proved valuable as the first study to uncover the existence of original
cellar kitchens in Buildings C, D, and E. Nelson speculated that these rooms were abandoned because
of problems with flooding and were later sealed off during the renovation of the fort in 1829.3%

Smaller archeological investigations were made at Fort McHenry in conjunction with the construction
of a new visitor center on the site during the early 1960s. Archeologists Hamilton H. Carson and
J. Duncan Campbell studied the foundations of the upper water battery barracks in 1963.3%' In
the summer of 1964, a brief, two-day excavation was made in the area of the proposed Armistead
Plaza near the new Visitor Center. The fieldwork by archeologist B. Bruce Powell also identified the
remnants of the walls for the fort’s circa 1807 Store and Gun House and a brick Stable and Storehouse.
These findings were later confirmed in two separate studies conducted in 1964 and 1966.3%

Although the Mission 66-funded HARP and infrastructure improvement projects produced a number
of findings and new avenues for interpretation and research at Fort McHenry, they resulted only in a
marginal shift in the administrative approach toward cultural resources planning and management.
G. Hubert Smith’s work revealed an abundance of new information about the early history of the fort.
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Only a few of the excavated artifacts were placed on exhibit and the majority remained uncataloged in
the park’s collection. Likewise, Lee H. Nelson’s HABS study was also an incomplete record of the fort.
While useful for tracing the architectural changes and history of the site, documentation was omitted
for two of the fort’s inner buildings, the exterior walls, and all outer buildings and structures. Despite
recommendations by Smith and Powell emphasizing the need for future archeological fieldwork at
Fort McHenry, the few follow-up investigations undertaken during the mid-1960s were substantially
limited in scope. Additional projects were later placed on hold following the completion of the
Visitor Center in 1966 as management struggled with funding and personnel constraints.3®3

THE NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

With the enactment of the landmark National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), all planned
undertakings on Federal properties were now subject to review under Section 106, the key protective
provision of the Act, to assess potential effects of the undertaking on a site’s historic resources. Fort
McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine was listed on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) based on its significance as a national monument in the National Park System.3® Despite
passage of the NHPA, the 1968 Fort McHenry Master Plan broadly advocated for the restoration of
the fort to its 1814 appearance and preservation of the "historical integrity of the fort and site.”3®
Among the more drastic recommendations issued in the document was the removal of the Orpheus
monument from the park. As NPS guidelines and standards for the treatment of historic properties
became more clearly defined, the policies outlined in the 1968 Master Plan and actual cultural resource
management practices at Fort McHenry would begin to diverge.

In 1971, President Richard M. Nixon issued Executive Order No. 11593 (16 USC 470), which further
strengthened the 1966 Act, defining the responsibilities of all federal agencies and requiring them
to identify and nominate all their cultural resources to the NRHP.3% NPS policies stemming from the
amended NHPA required the development of a List of Classified Structures (LCS) for Fort McHenry and
all identified Category A and B structures in the database, as well as objects in the museum collection,
were to be preserved. Shifts in the park management procedures to comply with the NHPA coincided
with an increased phase of construction and rehabilitation projects at Fort McHenry to prepare for
the U.S. Bicentennial celebrations in 1975 and 1976.

In anticipation for the upcoming Bicentennial, the NPS began planning in the early 1970s for
improvements to its historic areas associated with the American Revolution and the founding of
the United States. As part of this campaign, historian F. Ross Holland, Jr. and architect Russell
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Jones conducted studies and condition assessments of several masonry forts within the National Park
System, including Fort McHenry. Their resulting report, Masonry Forts in the National Park Service,
was released in 1972. It offered a critical look at the past stewardship practices for these resources
and specifically lamented the NPS's failure to provide an adequate preservation and restoration plan
for Fort McHenry.3®

DRAINAGE STUDIES AND SECTION 106 COMPLIANCE

Spurred in large part by findings in the 1972 Masonry Fort Report, two research projects were
completed in 1974 that would inform much of the work that would follow at Fort McHenry during
this period. The Historic Structures Report (HSR) by Erwin N. Thompson and Robert D. Newcomb of
the Denver Service Center provided the first comprehensive architectural study of the extant features
of Fort McHenry and documented its development over time. Recommendations and cost estimates
in the HSR would serve as a guide for subsequent repairs of the fort. Other proposals by the report’s
authors included a reorganization of HARP and development of separate HSRs for the parade ground,
building interiors of the Star Fort, and outer buildings and structures.>®

Almost immediately following the completion of the HSR in 1974, a crew under the direction of
Edward S. Rutsch, of the firm Historic Conservation and Interpretation, Inc., began archeological
examinations of the fort’s original, and poorly performing, subsurface drainage system. Rutsch’s
work, the first performed by a private consulting firm at Fort McHenry, speculated on the cause of
the water drainage issues that were damaging the Star Fort walls and buildings. His study was noted
as the first to develop a holistic view of the fort, the integration of its structural systems with the
landscape’s topography, and the need for coordinated archeological and restoration work.3%°

Section 106 monitoring and documentation was conducted for a series of walkway and utility
installation construction projects at Fort McHenry in advance of the U.S. Bicentennial. Meanwhile, the
1976 Statement for Management highlighted the need to “restore and stabilize deteriorating historic
resources to a condition that approximates their historic appearance.”3%° The preservation and repair
of the fort’s historic masonry, severely damaged due to previous improper repair techniques and
ongoing issues with water damage, became the major concern among park managers and staff as
conditions worsened over the following decades.
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With the Bicentennial celebrations behind them, NPS archeologists returned to Fort McHenry, seeking
to address a number of topics raised in the 1974 HSR that recommended inquiries into the locations
of several historically-documented structures, including the 1814 well and cistern, a guardhouse, the
shot furnace site, and assorted privies. Two-phased investigations of areas were engaged within the
Star Fort and ravelin in 1978 and 1980, respectively. Despite the initial promise of these studies and
the first application of “anthropological-oriented historical archeology,” or New Archeology at Fort
McHenry, many of the results, published collectively in 1982, ultimately proved inconclusive due to
the previous disturbances of the site associated with the clearance and removal of the World War |
hospital facility.?*

Legislative and NPS policy improvements for cultural resource management during the late 1970s and
early 1980s, along with preparations for upcoming the 175th Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore
and “The Star-Spangled Banner” in 1989, greatly influenced funding and planning decisions for
archeological and preservation projects at Fort McHenry over the next two decades. Passage of
the Archeological Resources Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470aa-470mm; Public Law 96-
95) significantly strengthened protective measures for archeological resources on Federal and Indian
lands. The following year, the NPS released the Official Cultural Resource Management Guidelines
(NPS-28). Originally a compilation of earlier NPS administrative policy publications that dated from
1960s, NPS-28 was revised over time, providing specific policies and standards to assist park managers,
planners, staff, and cultural resource specialists with the research, planning, and stewardship of
cultural resources within the national park system. In September 1983, the NPS placed the Secretary
of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation into effect. While
not regulatory, the Secretary’'s Standards provided additional technical advice and best practice
methods for both public and private bodies engaged in cultural resource management activities at
the Federal, state, and local levels.3%

The extensive archeology and preservation work conducted at Fort McHenry during this period
was characterized by a strong sense of academic and technical thoroughness. In 1982 and 1983
investigations of the 1813 Sally Port Traverse Wall were performed as part of Section 106 mitigation
for the installation of water utility lines to restrooms in the Star Fort. In addition to their discovery
of the defensive feature, evidence was also uncovered of the drain lines running from the fort to the
seawall, posts from the bridge that once spanned the moat, and paving bricks laid in their original,
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early nineteenth-century pattern.3®®> Cost overruns with the project curtailed in-depth analysis of the
findings and precluded additional research. Furthermore, park management never implemented
recommendations for interpretation of the excavated features.*

In 1984, 10 years after Rutsch’s original study, archeologists Charles Cheek and Joe Joseph with
John Milner Associates (JMA) began a series of excavations to document the fort’s drainage system.
Fieldwork included excavation of sections of the dry moat, parapets, outer battery, and parade. The
first phase was followed by subsequent investigations by Cheek in 1988 and NPS archeologist Jim
Kurtz in 1989. Final analysis of the three studies showed that Fort had historically lacked adequate
drainage infrastructure needed to prevent the chronic infiltration of ground and rainwater into the
fort and ravelin.?®®

Stabilization and rehabilitation of the seawall served as the other major cultural resource management
project at Fort McHenry during this period. Work on the structure, which began in the spring of
1986, was preceded by a historic structure report, which recommended archeological investigations
to identify issues associated with the fort's drainage problems.>*® Archeological excavations of the
seawall were performed in conjunction with the repair work, which was not fully completed at the
time due to a lack of funding.

THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

By late 1980s, repair of the severely deteriorated masonry of the Star Fort’s buildings and walls and
improvements to the drainage system had emerged as two of the most “immediate needs” confronting
park managers at Fort McHenry.?*” In late 1991, the NPS contracted the firm Grieves Worrall Wright
& O'Hatnick, Architects (GWWO) to work closely with the Denver Service Center in the development
of a rehabilitation and preservation plan for the resources with an emphasis on repair of the surface
masonry. The resulting report, entitled the Comprehensive Plan: Fabric Analysis and Treatment
Recommendations was issued in 1993 and contained a physical conditions assessment that categorized
the level of deterioration, general recommendations outlining priorities and cost estimates for repair,
and measured drawings of the post-Civil War underground bombproofs and magazines. Improper
use of Portland cement on the historic masonry by New Deal work crews in the 1930s; problems with
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the original drainage system;
and a lack of adequate routine
maintenance were identified as
the primary causes for the failure
of brickwork.3*®

Although reorganization of the
NPS during this period resulted
in reduced staffs, restoration
of the Star Fort began in 1995
using an initial $3 million in funds
procured through an NPS Line-

item Construction Appropriation
(Package 276) and was completed

in 2004 at a total cost of $6.2 - '
illi h h . Figure 7-2. Repair of the Outer Battery Walls as part of the Comprehensive
million. ~ The  comprehensive  gestoration of Fort McHenry, Circa 1996 (Source: Fort McHenry National
program rivaled the rehabilitation Monument and Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

work undertaken by the War

Department and New Deal emergency relief programs in the late 1920s and 1930s (Figure 7-2). It
was accompanied by extensive archeological investigation and documentation and performed in close
coordination with the Denver Service Center, the ACHP and the Maryland SHPO.3%

EMERGENCE OF CULTURAL LANDSCAPE PLANNING

Concurrent with work on the Comprehensive Plan, other efforts were underway at Fort McHenry to
make management of the park’s cultural and natural resources consistent with NPS guidelines and
polices, particularly with regard to the emerging concepts of the NPS Cultural Landscapes Program,
which was established in 1990. The subsequent creation of the Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI) was
designed to facilitate improved landscape preservation by providing a comprehensive inventory of all
significant landscapes within NPS. This growing awareness of landscapes as a cultural resource was
codified in 1992 with the inclusion of The Guidelines for the Treatment of Cultural Landscapes within
the revision of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (Made
effective in 1995, 36 CFR Part 68). The CLI Level 0 was started for Fort McHenry in 1997, and the results
were entered into the CLI program in 1999.40°
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400 Anna Von Lunz, “Resources Management Plan, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine” (Department
of the Interior, National Park Service, 1999), 11, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.
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Many, but not all, of the cultural resource management activities at Fort McHenry in the first decade of
the twenty-first century were conducted in support of the development of a new Visitor and Education
Center and in preparation for the Bicentennial of the War of 1812. Consultation with the Maryland
SHPO remained an on-going process throughout the course of the project. In 1999, the Keeper of the
NRHP approved the full NRHP documentation for Fort McHenry, which was administratively listed in
1966. In 2002, the park commenced with a number of planning studies required for the construction
project, including a boundary study for the park, the Development Concept Plan, Environmental
Assessment, and Assessment of Effect (DCP/EA/AOE), a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR), prepared by
the NPS Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation, and an Alternative Transportation Study by the
John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center. These documents were developed to provide
alternatives for site planning and construction of the proposed new Visitor Center.

In FY 2002, the park received $1.5 million to complete restoration along the southwestern section of
the historic seawall and work began on the structure in January 2003. That same year, the park was
awarded a $13,500 grant from the NPS Chesapeake Bay Gateways Network for the reconstruction
and interpretation of a section of the 1814 water battery. The park also received concurrence from
the Maryland SHPO on its Determination of Ineligibility for all Mission 66 development at Fort
McHenry, clearing the way for the eventual demolition of the 1964 Visitor Center. By 2005, continued
maintenance and rehabilitation of all historic masonry in the Star Fort resulted in 75 percent of the 34
resources included in the park’s LCS being listed in “good” condition.*"

In advance of the start of construction for the visitor center, archeologists conducted a geophysical
assessment of the building site in 2007. A plan was also prepared to assist with protection of
archeological resources during development.®? In 2012, GWWO completed work on an updated
Historic Resources Report of Fort McHenry.

COLLECTIONS MANAGEMENT AT FORT MCHENRY

Fully cataloged since 1998, the Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine museum
collection currently contains 55,411 items. These include: archival documents of personal papers and
organizational files; historic objects and furnishings; and a large number of recovered archeological
artifacts from the site, which comprise the vast majority of the holdings (48,679 artifacts, or 87 percent
of the collection).® Significant items within the collection pertain to Fort McHenry's development

401 Superintendent Laura E. Joss, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine State of the Park Report/
Superintendent’s Narrative, Fiscal Year 2002 (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine,
2002), 3, On File in Fort McHenry Library; von Lunz, “Resource Management Plan, Fort McHenry National Monument
and Historic Shrine,” 8.

402 Superintendent Gay E. Vietzke, Fort McHenry NMHS and Hampton NHS FY2008 Annual State of the Parks,
Superintendent’s Annual Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, 2009), 2, copy
on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

403 National Park Service, Northeast Museum Services Center, Collection Management Plan, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine (National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 2011), 1,6-7.



and history as a military fortification; its association with the War of 1812; the Battle of Baltimore; and
its role as the birthplace of Francis Scott Key's “The Star-Spangled Banner.” Other sizable collections,
such as the E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection, have little or no historical association with the fort.

The Fort McHenry museum collection is managed and preserved by a permanent Museum Curator
and members of the park staff in the Resource Management Division. Items placed on display are
located in the main exhibit area in the new Visitor and Education Center and in the five Star Fort
buildings. Since 1974, the Civil War Powder Magazine has been used as on-site storage for the
collections from both Fort McHenry and the Hampton National Historic Site. The park library and
copies of the HARP collection are housed in the multi-purpose library and conference room on the
second floor of the Visitor and Education Center. An Interpretive Ranger provides access to these
materials for NPS employees and also acts as a liaison to the general public for those with questions
regarding the history of the fort and its former occupants. Access to the Fort McHenry library and
museum collection for research purposes is by appointment only.%*

MUSEUM COLLECTIONS HISTORY, 1925- 2011

Various patriotic groups and individuals who played a significant role in lobbying for the designation
of Fort McHenry as a National Park were also behind the original efforts to establish a museum
collection and an interpretative program for the site. In 1931, the National Society of the United States
Daughters of the War of 1812 was the first to donate furniture for exhibit in the lower rooms of the
Commanding Officer’s Quarters. The War Department generally adopted a “reactive” and informal
attitude toward early museum collections during the late 1920s and early 1930s. The lack of accession
records often made proper identification and chain of ownership for the collected resources difficult
to ascertain for successive administrators. Furthermore, many of the items, including room furnishings
and various military items had no associated significance with the history of Fort McHenry.4%

These haphazard collection methods continued as the museum’s holdings at Fort McHenry increased
under NPS management in the 1930s. Notable collections procured during this time included: the E.
Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection, which was presented to Fort McHenry and the NPS by the Bowie
heirs and Maryland Society of the War of 1812 in September 1935; temporary exhibits in the Star
Fort buildings on the history of early nineteenth-century maritime commerce in Baltimore; and the
collected papers and manuscripts of Mrs. Reuben Ross Holloway documenting her campaign to
designate “The Star-Spangled Banner” as the national anthem. Public relief workers were employed
to catalog and arrange permanent display of the park’s collections, while management of the holdings
was assigned as a part-time responsibility to one ranger (Figure 7-3). While the development of the
museum and interpretive program Fort McHenry was touted as “very satisfactory,” funding shortages
sharply curtailed additional purchases for the collection after 1937.4¢

404 Ibid., 21.
405 Lessem and Kimball, “History of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine,” 28.
406 Superintendent George A. Palmer, Superintendent’s Annual Report, 1935-36, Fort McHenry National Park,

Superintendent’s Monthly Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, July 7, 1936),
3-4, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.
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The following year, Fort
McHenry staff completed
the park’s first Museum
Development Plan under
the direction of John
Sachse with the NPS
Museum Division.*
The plan proposed that
exhibits be housed in
Building E to interpret the
construction and history
of the fort; “The Star-
Spangled Banner;” key
events of the War of 1812;
and the development of
the United States Flag

Figure 7-3. New Deal Workers Cleaning the E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection, (Source:

Superintendent’s Monthly Narrative Report, January 1939, Fort McHenry National and other famous flags
Monument and Historic Shrine. Copy on File at the Fort McHenry National Monument - - 208
and Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents). in American history.

Initial development of the
museum program at Fort McHenry reflected the general approach of the NPS Museum Division for
historical parks during this period, which often emphasized museums as visitor attractions more than
for their value in interpreting the unique history of each site.**®

During the 1940s, the park began building a sizable collection of American flags. Period furniture,
War of 1812 clothing, and a copy of sheet music for “The Star-Spangled Banner” were also acquired.
In 1959, the park received its first interpretive collections, which included a number of archives and
artifacts compiled after the completion of the HARP research and Hubert G. Smith’s archeological
investigations. Among the significant accessioned items were the personal correspondence of
Commander George Armistead and the timber braces of the fort’s original flagstaff. Smith also
recommended the funding and creation of a permanent curatorial position to effectively manage
the park’s growing collections.*'°

In the early 1960s, the Park procured a series of flags stemming from the use of Fort McHenry as the
site of the first official raisings of the 49-star and 50-star U.S. Flags in 1959 and 1960. Inspired by these
events, Superintendent George C. Mackenzie initiated a program to collect all 50 state flags for the

407 Superintendent George A. Palmer, Superintendent’s Annual Report, 1936-37, Fort McHenry National Park,
Superintendent’s Monthly Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, July 12,
1937), 2, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

408 John A. Sachse, Museum Development Plan, Fort McHenry National Park, Maryland (Washington D.C.: Museum
Division, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, 1938), National Archives and Records Administration,
Philadelphia, PA.

409 National Park Service, Northeast Museum Services Center, Collection Management Plan, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine, 3.

410 von Lunz, “Overlooked Heritage in a National Park,” 127.



park as gifts or donations from state governors, historical societies, and congressional representatives
for use during ceremonial occasions.*" Completion of the new visitor center at Fort McHenry in 1964
provided new space for interpretive use and exhibit space; however, the bulk of the Park’s collection
continued to be housed in the Star Fort buildings.

By the time the updated Fort McHenry Master Plan was released in 1968, the size of the collection
stood at almost 2,500 artifacts and primarily consisted of objects recovered during archeological
excavations on the site, the E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection, and the flag collection. The 1968
Master Plan advocated new approaches regarding the Park’s acquisition and management policies.
These included the need to develop a furnishings plan for the Star Fort, and the removal of items
that did not “dramatize the central 1814 interpretive theme” of Fort McHenry. While never fully
implemented, these recommendations helped to guide future decisions regarding the Park’s
management of its collections.*'?

Although no purchases were made for the collection during the 1970s, Fort McHenry continued to
receive gifts and a significant transfer of materials from the Harpers Ferry Center that included “Star-
Spangled Banner” commemorative items and photographs of Fort McHenry dating from World War
| period.#* In 1973, the E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection was re-catalogued and fire prevention
and climate control systems were installed in the Civil War Powder Magazine. Renovation of the
building was completed the following year, and it was used as collections storage for both Fort
McHenry and the Hampton National Historic Site.**

Following the publication of the NPS-28 resource management guidelines in 1980, Fort McHenry
began efforts to update its collection records, which were still managed by one park ranger. In 1981,
the bill of sale for the E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection was amended to provide for partial display
of the assemblage and allow the superintendent to loan or exhibit portions of the collection to other
NPS institutions. In 1984, a temporary Museum Aide was hired over the summer months to assist with
the management of the collections; however, by the late 1980s, approximately 1,500 objects in the
Park’s interpretative files and reports, library, and archeological artifacts remained un-catalogued.*'
In 1987, conservation treatment programs were started for many of the Park’s archival documents
and the Bowie Firearms Collection. The following year, Congress allocated funding for the museum
collections to be recorded in the Automated National Catalog System (ANCS) and staff began entering

411 Superintendent George C. Mackenzie, Submission of the Superintendent’s Annual Report, Superintendent’s Annual
Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, June 7, 1966), 2, copy on file, Fort
McHenry NM&HS Library.

412 National Park Service, “A Master Plan for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine,” 58-60.

413 National Park Service, Northeast Museum Services Center, Collection Management Plan, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine, 4.

414 Superintendent Dennis E. McGinnis, Superintendent’s Annual Report for 1974 (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National
Monument & Historic Shrine, February 25, 1975), 6, copy on file, Harper Ferry Center, Center for Media Services.

415 Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Fiscal Year 1987 Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Assessment, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 42.
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the backlog of uncategorized items into the database. Park management also reached an agreement
to loan part of the Bowie Collection to Gettysburg National Military Park for display as part of their
125th Anniversary celebrations.*®

Despite NPS-28 guidelines recommendations that each park establish a collections program managed
by a professional Museum Curator, a part-time Museum Technician position was not funded at Fort
McHenry until 1991, when cyclical money was used for the creation of GS-5 term Museum Technician
position and for the ongoing ANCS cataloguing project.*’” A Scope of Collection Statement was
produced in 1992, defining the purpose, size, content, and significance of the Park’s collection.*'®
Development of the first Collection Management Plan (CMP) and creation of a GS-11 permanent
Museum Curator position followed in 1996, signaling further improvements in collections management
practices at the site, which had burgeoned to over 40,000 artifacts (Figure 7-4). By 1998, the Museum
collections had been fully catalogued in the ANCS and a Conditions Assessment Report and Disaster
Preparedness Plan for the park’s collections were completed in October of that year.*"

As a result of the strides taken during
the 1990s, the Fort McHenry museum
met or exceeded over 90 percent of
the professional standards required

J

for the preservation and protection
of its collection by 2005.4®% |n 2008,
conditions assessments were made
of the fort's museum collections in
preparation of an updated CMP.
With consultation from the Northeast
Region’s Museum Collection and

Protection Program, Fort McHenry

Figure 7-4. Anna von Lunz, the Park’s Former Museum Curator and Current was awarded an $80'000 contract for
Cultural Resource Manager, Working with Harpers Ferry Center Staff  the installation of a fire suppression
Photographing the Fort McHenry Flag Collection in 2009 (Source: Fort . L.

McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine Museum Collection:  System in the Civil War Powder

Archival D ts). .
rehival Documents) Magazine and work began the
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following year on an upgrade to the storage equipment in the building.#?' The Museum collections
also benefitted from the addition of permanent and seasonal staff to resource management for both
Fort McHenry and Hampton.

The revised Collection Management Plan for Fort McHenry was published in 2011, coinciding with
the opening of the park’s new Visitor and Education Center, which provided increased museum space
allowing for the permanent exhibit of some artifacts and objects that had previously been housed in
storage. The new CMP identified a need for routine procedures for fire protection of the collections
and absent or outdated security measures in other areas. However, the plan generally praised the
conditions and management of the park’s museum collections as the staff at Fort McHenry looked
toward the upcoming 2012 celebrations of the Bicentennial of the War of 1812.4%

NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AT FORT MCHENRY

Located approximately three miles southeast of downtown Baltimore, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine has an open park-like setting. Natural resources in the 43.26-
acre green space consist of grassed lawns, historic and ornamental tree and shrub vegetation, in
addition to a variety of wildlife that includes birds, both migratory and indigenous, small mammals
and reptiles. The landscaped character of the Fort McHenry site provides a visual contrast to the
dense, urban mix of commercial, industrial, and residential development that borders the park to the
immediate north and west and occupies the opposite shores along the two branches of the Patapsco
River. As with other historic areas within the National Park System, natural resource management at
Fort McHenry is undertaken to provide an amenable and safe environment for visitors; reinforce the
park’s interpretive story and its commemorative purpose; and to protect and preserve the integrity
of its cultural resources.**

Construction of the World War I-era General Hospital No. 2 on the Fort McHenry grounds in 1917 and
the eventual clearance of the facility by the War Department in 1926 drastically altered the original
topography and obliterated remnants of the historic landscape and vegetation dating from the early
nineteenth century. Restoration of the site involved extensive grading and filling of the land and
subsequent replanting of lawns, shrubbery, and trees. Decisions regarding the placement of landscape
features by park managers were based entirely on aesthetic values or were for commemorative purposes
rather than on any historical basis or research that reflected the 1814 appearance of the Fort McHenry
and its grounds. Early tree planting programs by the War Department conducted for the Bicentennial
of George Washington'’s Birthday consisted of numerous plantings throughout the site.**

a1 Superintendent Gay E. Vietzke, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, The Year in Review - Fiscal
Year 2006, Superintendent’s Annual Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine,
2006), 4, On File in Fort McHenry Library.

422 National Park Service, Northeast Museum Services Center, Collection Management Plan, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine, vi.

423 von Lunz, “Resource Management Plan, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine,” 16.

424 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 89-90.
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Original management policies for natural resources at Fort McHenry, first under the stewardship of the
War Department and later the NPS, primarily consisted of periodic maintenance of existing vegetation,
erosion control, and ongoing efforts at pest control. By the 1950s, many of the commemorative red
oaks planted by the War Department had succumbed to diseases resulting from the atmospheric
pollution and the poor quality of the soil used as fill during the park restoration in the 1920s. Japanese
beetle infestations were also a common complaint by superintendents at Fort McHenry during this
period.*” During the early 1960s, the Mission 66 program introduced the use of landscaping as an
interpretative device at Fort McHenry with the planting of a low, Japanese Holly evergreen hedge in
1963 to represent the 1814 boundary line delineating the “Historic” and “Development” zones in the
Park. Mission 66 also provided for a substantial increase in new vegetation with over 300 trees and
shrubs planted in areas near the Visitor Center, residential quarters, relocated Orpheus monument, and
the seawall trail.*%

The 1968 Fort McHenry Master Plan offered new recommendations for the use of landscaping
features. Vegetative screening was encouraged at the north, west, and southwest edges of the
park to reduce modern audible and visual intrusions. Other tentative recommendations included
a reintroduction throughout the fort site of trees and shrubs, such as Lombardy poplars, that were
present in the area during the 1814 historic period.*’

In the late 1980s, Fort McHenry administrators engaged in resource management planning that
sought to discourage non-compatible recreational uses and reinforce the memorial purpose of the
park. Originally proposed in the 1987 Concept for Facility Development and Landscape Treatment
and reiterated in the 1988 Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan and Environmental Assessment,
the maintenance procedures primarily consisted of a reduced mowing schedule during the high
visitation months. The longer grass, considered more appropriate for the site’s historic significance,
also dissuaded picnicking, climbing on the earthworks, and ball playing within the fort’s grounds, a
concern of NPS managers who had long been apprehensive of local residents’ use of Fort McHenry as
an urban leisure park.*®

The hiring of horticulturalist Paul Bitzel in 1987 to manage the grounds for both Hampton and Fort
McHenry coincided with the development of the new landscape plans for the park. A major natural
resource management project conducted during this period was a plant inventory of Fort McHenry
and increased tree screening and native tree plantings at the edges of the park, near the Visitor
Center and a new picnic area as part of the “Living Legacy Project,” which honored the Bicentennial
of the U.S. Constitution and was completed in 1989 (Figure 7-5). Other priorities included: erosion
control; removal of the interpretive hedge; and issues with fruit litter along walkways produced

425 Department of the Interior, National Park Service, “Master Plan Development Outline, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine, Introduction” (U.S. Government Printing Office, February 1952), 3, On File in Fort
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428 National Park Service, “Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan and Environmental Assessment” (Denver Service Center,
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by the crabapple trees planted during
the 1960s.° Vegetation maps of
the park grounds were completed
in 1992. In 1994, development of a
Cultural Landscapes Inventory was
recommended to inform future cultural
and natural resource management
decisions at Fort McHenry.#°

Restoration, cleanup, and
interpretation of the man-made tidal
wetlands adjacent to the park was
one of the more publicly prominent

resource management initiatives

Figure 7-5. Horticulturist Paul Bitzel Planting Trees at Fort McHenry, Circa 1988 undertaken during the 2000s. A
(Source: National Park Service, Harpers Ferry Center, Charles Town, WV). Cultural Landscape Report Inventory

and Condition Assessment, completed
in 2003, provided information on native and exotic plant species found within the park and the Baltimore
Bird Club conducted a large bird monitoring study of the wetlands area, recording nearly 590 different
species by 2011.4" The comprehensive Fort McHenry Cultural Landscape Report: Inventory and Condition
Assessment provided a rich, contextual history of evolution of landscape development at Fort McHenry
and resource documentation supporting the park’s responsibilities under Section 106 under the NHPA and
National Environment Policy Act (NEPA).*2 In 2006, plantings were finalized on a three-year tree preservation
program funded through donations from Maryland Department of Natural Resources, the “Tree-mendous
Maryland Program,” garden clubs and individuals. The restoration program allowed the park to replace
diseased and dying historic trees, restore historic cherry and crabapple groves in the park, and promulgate

new trees.*3

The decades between the 1960s and the 1990s would bring profound changes in how Fort McHenry entered
the twenty-first century as a professionally managed national park. Passage of the NHPA and NEPA in the
1960s and early 1970s would compel park managers to adopt new methods of treatment for cultural resources
at Fort McHenry. These Federal regulations, most notably Section 106 of the NHPA, and the subsequent
development of NPS guidelines and policies, indelibly linked development projects with more comprehensive
procedures that addressed the identification, documentation, and preservation of affected resources.
Reduced park budgets in the 1980s and the structural reorganization of the NPS in the 1990s resulted in
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432 Davison and Foulds, Cultural Landscape Report for Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, 2.

433 Vietzke, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, The Year in Review - Fiscal Year 2006, 2.

111



112

greater cooperation between the NPS and private consultants, who were brought in to assist and
enable projects, providing a new energy into cultural resource management process at Fort McHenry.
At this same time, increased funding, staffing, and a commitment to professional standards reversed
the haphazard curatorial and record management practices that had long plagued the park’s archives
and museum collections. Finally, recognition of natural resources at the park expanded beyond basic
maintenance and pest management to embrace a broader view of the topography, vegetation, and
wildlife as integral components of Fort McHenry’s larger cultural landscape.



Park Interpretation and Education

nterpretation of Fort McHenry’s historical past has been an evolutionary and intermittent process

that has been influenced by a number of factors. Interpretive services, which were practically

nonexistent during the fort's early period as a national park were expanded during the Mission
66 era to accommodate the growing numbers of visitors to the site. More recently, shifting cultural
values, new educational techniques, improvements in technology, and the discovery of new
information through archeological investigation and research have all contributed to changes in the
understanding of Fort McHenry and the stories that it tells.

EARLY INTERPRETIVE EFFORTS UNDER WAR DEPARTMENT SUPERVISION, 1925-1933

Almost singularly focused on the rehabilitation and repair of the Star Fort and grounds, few records
show that Army managers dedicated any concerted effort toward the development of an interpretative
program for Fort McHenry during their eight-year stewardship of the site. Visitors at the newly designated
National Park had to be self-reliant in their understanding of the fort's architecture and association with
the events of the War of 1812. The Army did not maintain annual records of visitation and produced no
interpretive literature. On-site personnel at Fort McHenry generally consisted only of three untrained
caretakers and contract laborers.**

By the early 1930s, the Army had begun
to rely on private organizations to

provide rudimentary interpretation of
the fort and its history. In an attempt
to better manage visitors during on-

going construction at the park, the
Army hired a uniformed guide with a
private sightseeing agency to conduct
tours of the fort over the summer
months of 1931 (Figure 8-1). While the
guide, Nathan Solomon, provided the
service free of charge, some Baltimore
residents chafed at having “to submit

i i n43s
Figure 8-1. Private Tour Guide Nathan Solomon Escorting Visitors Around to the direction of such employees.

Fort McHenry, 1931 (Source: The Baltimore Sun, June 30, 1931.).

434 Harold I. Lessem and David A. Kimball, “History of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine”
(Baltimore, Maryland, 1954), 24.
435 “Fort McHenry Tourists Forced to Take Government Guide,” Baltimore Sun (Baltimore, MD, June 30, 1931).
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Rather than provide expanded interpretation services over the remaining years of its stewardship, the
Army preferred to concentrate its efforts by enhancing the site with commemorative plantings and
furnishing of the Star Fort buildings and structures with plaques and furniture pieces donated by local
patriotic groups. An Army-commissioned relief map depicting the appearance of the site at the time
of the 1814 bombardment was ordered prior to the administrative transfer of Fort McHenry in 1933.
The map was not installed until 1934.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE FORT MCHENRY MUSEUM COLLECTION, 1933-1941

The absence of any coherent interpretation program at Fort McHenry quickly emerged as a large worry
for the area’s first Park Service managers. General Superintendent James R. McConaghie of Gettysburg
National Military Park noted in his annual report for the site in August 1934 that “the whole field of
education as far as this Fort is concerned is open.”** During the first full year of NPS operation in 1934,
270,000 people visited Fort McHenry. The following year, Jacob Melchior Sheads, a seasonal historian
from Gettysburg, provided limited, daily group tours during the popular summer months.#*’ While
additional plans to provide guided tours were hampered by deficiencies in funding and personnel,
the NPS focused on the development of a museum collection to serve as a visitor attraction and key
interpretive facility for Fort McHenry.

In September 1935, the NPS announced the acquisition and public unveiling of the E. Berkley Bowie
Firearms Collection as part of the Maryland Society of the War of 1812's planned events for that year’s
Defenders’ Day celebrations. The collection was touted by park managers at the time as "“a real step
toward the establishment of a valuable museum,” the Bowie Arms Collection, like many other items
arbitrarily obtained by the park during this period, would become a problematic interpretive issue for
park staff in the following decades.**® Other developments in the museum and educational programs in
the late 1930s were implemented after Fort McHenry's designation as an independent administrative unit.
Following his appointment as superintendent in December 1935, George Palmer was able to produce the
first self-guided tour brochure for Fort McHenry. However, the NPS continued to rely upon donations by
individual supporters and private organizations in the development of the park’s museum collections.***
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By 1938, permanent historical technician and junior historical aide positions were established at Fort
McHenry to form the basis of the park’s History Division. John A. Sachse of the NPS Museum Division
also completed the draft of Fort McHenry's first Museum Development Plan in 1938.44° Never formally
approved or fully implemented, the proposed exhibit plan underscored the NPS's absence of materials
and research historically associated with the fort. The E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection remained
the centerpiece of the fort’s museum and many of the suggested exhibits placed a large emphasis on
the broad historical events of the War of 1812 and evolutionary history of various American flags.
Only three of a total of nine rooms in the Star Fort buildings were dedicated to the history of the site,
the writing of “The Star-Spangled Banner,” and Fort McHenry’s role as the birthplace of the national
anthem. Furthermore, the large-scale, historical relief map of the site, described by one historian at
the time as “the best exhibit of the bombardment of Fort McHenry” was relegated to an area next
to the park’s concessions stand.*'

STAFFING STRUGGLES AMID INCREASED VISITATION, 1941-1956

Significant funding shortages, travel restrictions for the general public, the loss of NPS personnel to the
military draft, and wartime uses of Fort McHenry by the U.S. Navy and Coast Guard took a heavy toll on
park operations and visitation during World War Il. A junior historical technician and a junior historical
aide, on temporary loan from Gettysburg National Military Park and other nearby NPS sites, acted as the
provisional interpretive staff at Fort McHenry during this period, offering a very limited number of tours
to the visiting public.**? Annual attendance figures, which had grown to 686,324 by 1941, fell to 332,763
the following year. The numbers remained steady from 1943 to 1944 before climbing to 390,108 visitors
by the end of 1945.44

As the birthplace of the national anthem, Fort McHenry's association with the U.S. Flag was heavily
emphasized as a secondary interpretive theme during the war years of the 1940s. War-themed
ceremonies were conducted with the military, including a display of the first captured Japanese Flags
in 1942. Museum management dedicated their efforts toward collecting historic and reproduction
American flags and 25 banners were amassed over the course of the decade.**

440 John A. Sachse, Museum Development Plan, Fort McHenry National Park, Maryland (Washington D.C.: Museum
Division, National Park Service, Department of the Interior, 1938), National Archives and Records Administration,
Philadelphia, PA.

441 Supervisor of Historic Sites, Memorandum for the Director (National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior,
March 10, 1941), National Archives and Records Administration Il, College Park, MD.
442 Russell Baker, Narrative Report of Historical and Archaeological Technicians for the Month of June 1942 (Baltimore,

MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, July 17, 1942), 1-2, National Archives and Records
Administration Il, College Park, MD.

443 National Park Service Public Use Statistics Office, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine Annual Park
Visitation Report.

444 National Park Service, Northeast Museum Services Center, Collection Management Plan, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine (National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, 2011), 3.

115



116

Lowstaffinglevelsand cramped museumspace, whichhad hamperedinterpretive and educational services
at Fort McHenry before World War Il, continued to be a burden in the postwar period. The undermanned
park staff was ill prepared to manage the substantial escalation in attendance at Fort McHenry during
post-war years as Americans increasingly turned to the car for recreational travel. Visitation spiked from
486,528 in 1946 to 687,621 in 1951, making Fort McHenry the highest attended National Monument
within the NPS.** To accommodate the rise in automobile use, the City of Baltimore erected 115
directional signsin 1950 to better
guide drivers to Fort McHenry.#¢

Growing numbers of school
group tours at Fort McHenry
were another main factor in
the high rates of visitation
during the 1950s (Figure 8-2).
In 1951, the park’s self-guided
handbook  was integrated
into history courses for many
of the Baltimore City schools
and county school systems
throughout Maryland. Visitor
orientation of the fort tended to
suffer as the school tours often
precluded the attention given
by interpretive guides toward
individuals and smaller groups.*¥
In his 1952 annual report for the
park, Superintendent James Rader also fretted that the popularity of the school tours prevented the
interpretive staff from engaging in more comprehensive historical research.*?®

Figure 8-2. Fort McHenry Interpretive Ranger with School Group, 1954 (Source:
National Park Service, Harpers Ferry Center, Charles Town, WV).

To augment shorthanded operations, Fort McHenry staff turned towards the use of electronic
interpretive devises. An automated public address system was installed in the Star Fort buildings in 1950,
but ultimately proved unsuccessful. In 1952, the NPS Museum Laboratory installed an electric map in
the park museum depicting the British attack on Fort McHenry. A second, self-operated electric map
of the Battle of Baltimore was added in 1954.4°
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INTERPRETATION DEVELOPMENTS IN THE MISSION 66 ERA, 1957-1966

The two most significant projects undertaken at the park during the Mission 66 program, HARP and
construction of a new visitor center, would have a profound impact on interpretation at Fort McHenry.
The exhaustive historical field research, and archaeological investigations by Hubert G. Smith, and HABS
architectural documentation under Lee H. Nelson produced a wealth of valuable information that
charted physical changes of the fort over time. The new findings would place the interpretive focus
squarely on Fort McHenry as it appeared during the events of 1814 and guide further developments
planned under the Mission 66 program.**°

Smith’s excavation of Fort McHenry’s original 1803 flagstaff cross-brace emerged as the most
distinguished interpretative development resulting from HARP and investigations of additional
areas throughout the site provided expanded opportunities for interpretation beyond the Star Fort's
walls. The Mission 66 Master Plan draft, which was released in January 1959, incorporated the HARP
findings and proposed a program for exhibits and reconstruction to “make possible the enrichment
of Park interpretation” and provide “for
the better edification of the visitor.”*' A
decision was reached to rebuild the 1803

flagstaff in its original location just a few
months after the release of the Master
Plan draft. Solicitations of bids for the
project were opened on April 20, 1959.
The contract was awarded on May 5, 1959
to George Pultz, President of the United
States Flagpole and Equipment Company
of Marlboro, New York (Figure 8-3).4>

1961 INTERPRETIVE PROSPECTUS AND THE
1964 VISITOR CENTER

Prepared in the wake of the HARP study
and just prior to the 71962 Master Plan and
construction of the new Visitor Center in s o
1964, the 1961 Fort McHenry Interpretive T e A VR e R

Prospectus provided a detailed outline Figure 8-3. Superintendent Walter T. Barrett Receiving the
f th incioal i tati | d Tools used to construct the Replica Flagstaff from George Pultz,
ot the principal Iinterpretation goals an 1959. (Source: National Archives and Records Administration,

procedures for Fort McHenry for the Philadelphia, PA).
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Mission 66 era and beyond. The story of “The Star-Spangled Banner” served as the primary objective
of interpretation at Fort McHenry. All other events were subordinated “to the degree that they add to
the background and setting against which Francis Scott Key wrote his immortal lines.” >3 Interpretation
would be achieved in two distinct, yet complementary phases. Tourists arriving at Fort McHenry by
automobile would be directed to the centrally located Visitor Center. The proposed facility would act
as an orientation gateway to the park, preparing visitors for the secondary phase consisting of a self-
guided tour route to principal points of interest marked by trailside exhibits located in the Star Fort and
throughout surrounding grounds.

A second principal objective stated in the 71961 Prospectus was the desire “to keep the fort pure in
so far as practicable.”*** Interpretation of Fort McHenry's development and history after 1814 was
de-emphasized as only “supplementary” in nature or dismissed outright. These views, which had
been broached earlier by park managers and historians during the mid-1950s, would come to the
fore during the Mission 66 program.*®> The document recommended interpretation of the cellar
features in Enlisted Men's Barracks Number 2, and installation of markers at the sites of the former
1814 auxiliary buildings that were uncovered during the HARP project. Landscape alterations would
include the removal of much of the Civil War Battery to provide visitors with unobstructed views
of the fort. Interpretive questions had also arisen regarding the appropriateness of more recent
additions to the park, including the Orpheus memorial and the commemorative state markers.**® It
was proposed that these structures be moved from their prominent positions along the entrance road
and placed in a more inconspicuous area of the park.

Similar recommendations downplayed the anachronistic E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection, which
was to be relocated from the main flow of visitor use on the first floor of the Enlisted Men’s Barracks
Number 1 to a more peripheral location on the second floor of the building. Treatment was more
forgiving of the Civil War Powder Magazine, one of the few remaining mid-nineteenth-century
resources on the site. The building was to be retained during the Mission 66 improvements at Fort
McHenry and potentially used as a museum or lecture hall.#’

The core tenets of the 1961 Prospectus were reiterated in the 7964 Fort McHenry Master Plan, which
included a Historical Base Map and Narrative prepared from the HARP findings. In 1963, construction
of the Visitor Center was completed. With annual visitation rates at Fort McHenry averaging
over 550,000 between 1956 and 1961, the new multi-use facility was expected to accommodate a
projected one million visitors by 1966.%8 The Visitor Center introduced much needed improvements
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for interpretation at Fort McHenry, such as increased exhibit space and extensive use of modern,
audio-visual educational programming, which was widely adopted throughout the NPS during the
Mission 66 program.®° In 1964, a permanent Park Guide position was added to the interpretive staff
and two student assistant historians from Northeastern University in Boston also began assisting with
interpretation duties over peak visitation months during this period.*°

The lobby exhibits in the Visitor Center were intended to function as an “interpretive appetizer” for
visitors before viewing of the audio-visual program in the exhibit room theater, which presented the
story of the bombardment of the fort and “The Star-Spangled Banner.” Seeking to instill in visitors a
sense of the emotional weight experienced by Key “at dawn'’s early light” in September 1814, the film
concluded with a dramatic reveal of the fort, reconstructed flagpole, and U.S. Flag through the building’s
large picture window.*' Leaving the Visitor Center, visitors could proceed along two new circulation
routes of self-guided tours throughout the monument grounds. Both the short tour of the Star Fort
and the longer, winding route that included the outer water batteries, Civil War Powder Magazine,
and the relocated Orpheus monument, were lined with wayside markers and audio stations, designed
to help “spread” the services of authoritative personnel. Landscaping also served an interpretative
function with the planting of a low, non-historic Japanese holly hedge to delineate the 1814 historic
boundaries in the larger site.

While interpretive services at Fort McHenry benefited from a modest increase in staffing, development
of the Visitor Center, and other park improvements, a large portion of the educational and research
potential of HARP remained unfulfilled. From the nearly 2,000 artifacts uncovered by archaeologist
Hubert G. Smith at Fort McHenry in 1958, only the excavated flagstaff cross brace and a fragment of a
British bomb were placed on exhibit. The enlisted men’s barracks cellar kitchen in 1966: however, this
area was also not opened for interpretation and was eventually filled in due to constant problems
with ground water flooding.*%?

EVOLUTION OF LIVING HISTORY AND THE FORT MCHENRY GUARD, 1968-1990

The 1968 Fort McHenry Master Plan introduced a number of long-term recommendations associated
with interpretation and visitor services. Many proposals, such as the construction of secondary
interpretive facilities and removal of “distracting, obtrusive elements” (namely, the Orpheus and
Armistead monuments), were never implemented. Other elements would come to the forefront
over the next decades as the NPS sought to broaden the interpretive context for Fort McHenry.
These included: the development of off-site interpretation and lecture programs; exploration of the
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fort's secondary themes associated with the Revolutionary War and use after 1814; and potential
incorporation of harbor tours to provide views of the fort from where Francis Scott Key witnessed the
1814 bombardment.*6

Introduction of the Fort McHenry Military Tattoo Ceremony would precede the development of a
living history program at the park. The living history concept was rooted in the historic firearms
demonstrations, which began at Chickamauga and Chattanooga National Military Park and Antietam
National Battlefield Site in 1961. NPS Director George Hartzog strongly embraced the program,
recommending in 1968 that all historic areas experiment with interpreters wearing historic period
dress.*®®  The living history program became the most noteworthy interpretive development to
emerge at Fort McHenry in the 1970s.

The Interpretation Division
at Fort McHenry established
a basic living history program
in the summer of 1968. Black-
powder firing demonstrations
in the Star Fort were held
three times daily over the
peak summer months by
two rangers dressed as 1814
American soldiers and using
muskets from the Bowie
Firearms Collection (Figure
8-4).> The NPS's designation
of Fort McHenry as a

Figure 8-4. Fort McHenry Interpretive Ranger Giving a Living History Presentation,
Circa 1980 (Source: NPS Digital Image Archive, www.nps.gov). Bicentennial Area for the 200t

Anniversary of the American
Revolution would have a significant impact on visitation levels during the 1970s. Despite the energy
crises, average annual attendance at the fort between 1970 and 1975 stood at approximately 525,000.
Those numbers rose to nearly 600,000 in 1975 and reached 709,100 in 1976 in large part due to the
Revolutionary War bicentennial celebrations.*® They would fall to 430,900, but remain steady at the
close of the decade, averaging over 530,000 between 1978 and 1979.

Living history at Fort McHenry was expanded with the inauguration of the VIP program in 1973.
Volunteer re-enactors, both male and female, assisted interpretive rangers with living history
presentations at Fort McHenry during peak seasonal months and in ceremonies held during special
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events and holidays, including Flag Day, Independence Day, and Defenders’ Day. Volunteers also played
a large role supporting permanent staff with fee collection and visitor assistance duties during the fort’s
Bicentennial celebrations in 1975 and 1976. Male living history performers during this period donned
1812 reproduction Maryland Militia Artillery uniforms, while female volunteers played the roles of
junior officers’ wives, performed early chores and crafts, and informed visitors about early nineteenth-
century barracks life at Fort McHenry.%” In 1977, during the height of the American Bicentennial,
the NPS established the Historic Weapons Program. Since the 1980s, the park has had five weapons
officers on staff.

Redevelopment of the Inner Harbor and water shuttle service to the park produced a rise in attendance
at Fort McHenry in the 1980s. Visitation jumped by almost 9.5 percent between 1980 and 1981 to
672,541. These numbers would climb to 810,114 by 1986 before the NPS instituted a more accurate
counting system in 1987, which resulted in an estimated attendance rate of 546,360, a 33 percent adjusted
decrease for that year.*® Yet, visitation remained high over the course of the decade as Fort McHenry
prepared for the 175" Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and “The Star-Spangled Banner"” in 1989.
The higher rates in attendance and dwindling budgets during this period exacerbated a number of
problems at the fort, as park management and staff grappled with overcrowding in the Visitor Center,
increased traffic, and deterioration of the historic fabric of the Star Fort buildings and structures.

Interpretation developments at Fort McHenry during the 1980s were primarily marked by the creation
of the Fort McHenry Guard and revisions to the park’s educational program and exhibits, which had
not been updated since the Mission 66 era of the early 1960s. The Fort McHenry Guard synthesized the
martial ceremony of the Fort McHenry Tattoo with living history interpretation to portray the defenders
of the fort during the Battle of Baltimore in 1814. The original unit consisted of Fort McHenry NPS staff
and 30 “specially recruited” VIP members who were trained according to “Smyth’s Regulations” for
military drill instruction and dressed in historically accurate, reproduction uniforms of the War of 1812.
No firing demonstrations were held in in the early years of the outfit due to safety concerns. During
its successful first year of operation, volunteers contributing over 150 hours, primarily on weekends,
during the summer months from July through August. Guard members participated in the Fort McHenry
Tattoo, Flag Day, Fourth of July, and Defenders’ Day celebrations, weekend flag ceremonies, and a host
of other events held both in and outside the park.**

In 1981, the Harpers Ferry Center and park staff began work to design a new Exhibit Plan for Fort
McHenry. A new film was introduced in the Visitor Center program and 25 new interpretive wayside
panels were installed throughout the park grounds in 1985. Renovation of the exhibits was accompanied
by a greater effort among the interpretive staff to inform visitors through expanded programs and
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guided activities of the importance of Fort McHenry’s secondary themes, including its association with
the U.S. Flag, the fort’s history as part of the nineteenth-century harbor defense systems, the Civil War,
and its use as an Army Hospital in World War I. In addition, more attention was given towards the roles
African Americans and women played in the history of Fort McHenry and improved access for those
visitors with physical disabilities.*”°

Even as the NPS took steps to broaden interpretation of the fort beyond the events of 1814, other
elements of its history still remained problematic. The 1988 Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan sought
to provide “an atmosphere and information that instills... appreciation of Fort McHenry as a memorial
to the events that occurred there.” To accomplish this goal, the document proposed reduced lawn
mowing to discourage recreational uses of the park and again recommended the removal of elements

Iu

in the park’s landscape it deemed as visual “intrusions on the historical scene.” These included many
early twentieth-century and Mission 66-era commemorative plantings, markers, and monuments.*”’
While the hedge delineating the 1814 boundary was removed, the lawn maintained a “manicured”

appearance. In addition, historic plantings of groves were not maintained and lost context.

EXPANDED INTERPRETATION, 1990-2010

The increases in visitation during years leading up to 175t Defenders’ Day Anniversary in 1989 were
followed by a decline in attendance during early 1990s. Annual visitation at Fort McHenry would reach
a 16-year low with only 518,439 coming to the park in 1993. A 1991 visitor survey conducted by students
of Yale University School of Forestry’s “Urban Resources Initiative” and released in 1993 provided a
detailed analysis of park visitation data. The survey identified that peak seasons were becoming busier
due to increased publicity, with half of the visitors (either school groups or individuals) coming from
the greater Baltimore area.*’? By 1996, visitation had grown to 610,932 and would reach over 690,000
by the end of the decade.*’? Longstanding administrative and interpretive problems resulting from the
crowded and outdated 1964 Visitor Center would become an overriding issue for park personnel as Fort
McHenry moved into the twenty-first century.

In 1992, the interpretive staff revised its personal services programs with the introduction of five
new topics to the interpretive programs relating to the architectural function of Fort McHenry, its

development and use over time, the Civil War, and the history of its heavy artillery.#’* A draft of the Fort
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McHenry Long Range Interpretive (LRI) Plan was released the following year, the first substantial update of the
park’s interpretive program since the 1961 Interpretive Prospectus. It acknowledged the challenges facing Fort
McHenry in an environment of reduced federal spending and increased visitation that placed a strain on park
staff and its facilities, making “quality interpretation difficult.” The plan suggested a renovation of exhibits and
furnishings in the Star Fort Buildings and development of new exhibits documenting the excavation of the 1803
flagstaff, the water batteries, and the fort’s history during World War II.

Between 1995 and 2004, the multi-year archeological and architectural restoration project at Fort McHenry.
Commonly referred to as the Comprehensive Plan, it was prominently incorporated into the park’s interpretive
program. Two wayside exhibits entitled “Wall to Wall Restoration,” were installed to illustrate the methods and
objectives of the construction work.*”

Living history interpretation of Fort McHenry’s role during the Civil War was explored further with the
introduction of “The Encampment at Fort McHenry,” a three-day re-enactment program held in April 1993.
The successful event included 100 volunteers from throughout the Mid-Atlantic Region and became an annual
occurrence at Fort McHenry over the course of the 1990s.4¢ In 1993, Ranger Scott Sheads received training to
become Fort McHenry's Historic Weapons and Black Powder Officer and park personnel developed a Historic
Weapons and Black Powder Manual Training Guide in 1996 to assist with firing demonstrations of period small
arms and artillery. The first annual War of 1812 Weekend was held at Fort McHenry in 1997, starting a shift
back to “The Star-Spangled Banner” as a main interpretive theme of the park. The next year, a new interpretive
program was developed on privateering in Baltimore during the War of 1812.

Visitation at Fort McHenry received a boost following the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001 then began a
slight decline from previous years; averaging just over 630,000 annually between 2001 and 2006.4” The park’s
new Comprehensive Interpretive Plan/Long Range Interpretive Plan (CIP) was completed in 2003. The document
was designed to provide interpretive guidance for park operations over the next decade in preparation for the
upcoming bicentennial events, design and construction of a new visitor center facility, and the designation of
the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail. Future interpretation of the history and significance of Fort
McHenry would move beyond the confines of the Star Fort to include the surrounding cultural landscape, and
its relationship with the City of Baltimore and the greater Chesapeake Region.

In 2001, Fort McHenry was designated as a Chesapeake Bays Gateways Partner (CBGP) and began working with
non-profit partners to develop interpretive programs of the Chesapeake Bay’s maritime history. A partnership
with the Pride of Baltimore, Inc. and creation of new living history unit with CBGP funds, the U.S. Chesapeake
Flotilla, sought to expand interpretation of the events of 1814 at the fort and onboard the reconstructed,
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early nineteenth-century  Baltimore
clipper schooner.#® In the following
year, the NPS installed three wayside
exhibit markers to interpret the
ecological importance and function of
the tidal wetlands adjacent to the fort.
Additional CBGN funding was used to
develop new wayside exhibits and a
living history program for interpretation
of the function and importance of
the reconstructed 1814 Water Battery
platform.

The popularity and public profile of the
Fort McHenry Guard also continued to

Figure 8-5. Baltimore Mayor Martin O’'Malley and Superintendent Laura . .
E. Joss Review the Fort McHenry Guard During Tattoo Ceremony, 2003  grow during the 2000s. Funding grants

(Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine Museum .
Collection: Archival Documents). through the CBGN in 2001 allowed

for the expansion of the Guard with
additional members portraying sailors of the Chesapeake Flotilla who assisted in the defense of Fort
McHenry during the bombardment in 1814. Former Baltimore Mayor (and later Governor of Maryland)
Martin O’'Malley was made an honorary Colonel of the Fort McHenry Guard during The Star-Spangled
Banner Weekend festivities in 2003 (Figure 8-5). For its outstanding volunteer service, NPS Director Fran
Manella presented the Fort McHenry Guard with the George B. Hartzog Jr. Award in 2005 and two years
later in January 2007, the unit participated in Governor O’Malley’s inauguration parade in downtown
Annapolis.

As the decade progressed, interpretive staff continued with the implementation of the CIP, preparing
new visitor brochures and revising existing materials. Work continued with rehabilitation of Fort
exhibits and coordinating with regional partners in planning for the Bicentennial of the War of 1812 and
development of the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail. Publication of the Cultural Landscape
Report for Fort McHenry (CLR) by the NPS Olmsted Center for Landscape Preservation documented the
evolution of the fort’s landscape over its 300-year history and identified features contributing to its
historical significance. In 2006, the park hosted the “Young Defenders” youth educational program
in partnership with the City of Baltimore Public Schools and a Yuletide living history event during the
holiday season.*’® Members of Fort McHenry's interpretive staff began providing tours of the Baltimore
National Heritage Area in 2010 as part of a pilot study program.
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The new Visitor Center and Education Building opened on March 3, 2011, fulfilling a critical need for Fort
McHenry on the eve of the War of 1812 Bicentennial celebrations. Sited outside of the park’s 1814 historic zone,
with a modern design to accommodate a projected one million visitors a year, the two-story, 17,200-square-foot
facility dwarfed the cramped confines of the original, 5,700-square-foot 1964 Visitor Center. The new building
featured improved visitor services including an expanded lobby, concessions, and Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA)-accessible bathrooms.

The opening of the Visitor and Education Center in 2011 marked a new phase for interpretive services. With
its vastly improved visitor amenities and new exhibit galleries, the facility rectified many of the infrastructure
problems that had long plagued operations at Fort McHenry. Three exhibit galleries employed modern, touch-
screen technology to tell the stories of the War of 1812, Francis Scott Key’s authorship of “The Star-Spangled
Banner,” and the entwined, symbolic importance of the national anthem and the U.S. Flag. A new updated
film, using modern digital effects combined with historical re-enactment, provided an immersive experience for
the viewer, making them witness to the bombardment of Fort McHenry and Key's writing of “The Star-Spangled
Banner.” As with the previous building, the presentation culminated with the reveal of the fort with the U.S.
Flag flying overhead.

The new facility also allowed for a expanded interpretation of the Star Fort. Collections that had long been
housed in the Star Fort and in storage were relocated to the Visitor and Education Center and new wayside
panels were installed along the trail between the new building and the fort to provide interpretation of the
park’s archaeological sites located along the way, including foundation markers of the hospital and stables.
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s a monument to the Battle of Baltimore and the birthplace of “The Star-Spangled Banner,”

Fort McHenry embodies the concepts of commemoration and memorialization of the past.

Commemoration is a social process, usually based in ceremony, and evolves over time.
Memorialization of historic events and individuals, through the dedication of monuments and plaques,
is a permanent expression of remembrance that often reflects the cultural and political ideologies
of the periods in which the objects were erected. The monuments and commemorative practices at
Fort McHenry, many of which predated NPS management of the site, have often influenced park
planning, development, and interpretation. Special events, including military tattoos, Defenders’
Day, and living history programs, support the story of Fort McHenry and provide a platform for the
park to present itself to the public.

EARLY FORMS OF REMEMBRANCE, 1815-1913

Still flush with victory a year after the repulse of invading British military forces at the Battle of North
Point and bombardment of Fort McHenry, Baltimore residents held their first annual commemoration
and memorialization of those historic events on Defenders' Day, September 12, 1815. To open the
ceremonies, Lieutenant Colonel George Armistead, the celebrated commander of Fort McHenry, laid
the cornerstone for the planned Battle Monument on Calvert Street in downtown Baltimore. Other
memorial activities held throughout the day were accompanied by the singing of “The Star-Spangled
Banner” and included a patriotic array of fireworks, military salutes, and speeches honoring the city’s
citizen soldier veterans.*°

For much of the nineteenth century, Fort McHenry shared its role in yearly Defenders’ Day services
with sites throughout the city, including the Flag House, Monument Square, Federal Hill, and most
notably, the North Point Battlefield. In 1889, the first documented mock bombardment of the fort
was staged before thousands of spectators as part of the extravagant, weeklong Defenders’ Day
celebrations marking the Seventy-fifth anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and “The Star-Spangled
Banner.” This period marked the end of an era; however, as the aged Defenders became fewer in
number, and the mantle of remembrance was passed on to their descendants.

Local historical societies, civic organizations, and patriotic groups, many of which included the sons,
daughters, and grandchildren of the 1814 Defenders, drove the initial efforts to preserve Fort McHenry
as a national park and “a shrine of patriotism hallowed by sacred memories...[as] the scene that

480 Scott S. Sheads and Anna R. von Lunz, “Defenders’ Day, 1815-1998: A Brief History,” Maryland Historical Magazine
93, no. 3 (Fall 1998): 301-325.
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inspired Key to write his immortal anthem, “The Star-Spangled Banner.”*' The campaign established
a foothold in the 1890s and would gain greater traction after the turn of the century. Appeals for
the installation of memorials at Fort McHenry to permanently honor Francis Scott Key, Lieutenant
Colonel George Armistead, and the garrison’s defenders were proposed as early as 1905.%? Three
years later, the Maryland General Assembly officially declared Defenders’ Day a statewide holiday
in 1908.%3 That same year, proposals floated by the War Department to convert the fort into an
immigration station or quarantine facility spurred members of the Society of the War of 1812, the
Baltimore Chapter of the Daughters of the American Revolution (D.A.R.), and Daughters of the War
of 1812 into action.*®* Calling Fort McHenry, a “spot hallowed by genius,” they renewed their efforts
to preserve the historic military site.*®

PUBLIC COMMEMORATION AND MEMORIALIZATION AT FORT MCHENRY, 1914-1932

Commissions for public memorials at Fort McHenry were undertaken in anticipation of the weeklong
slate of events scheduled for the National Star-Spangled Banner Centennial Exposition in September
1914. Events were moved to the city that year as a means to boost tourism and promote civic pride,
setting the trend of Defenders’ Day as a “city” event.*®*® The 100™ Anniversary also coincided with
the drive to officially designate “The Star-Spangled Banner” as the official national anthem and the
War Department’s conveyance of the fort to the City of Baltimore for use as a municipal park.*’
The federal government also appropriated $75,000 in congressional funding for the design and
construction of a memorial to Francis Scott Key on the grounds as part of the centennial celebrations.

The first monuments placed at Fort McHenry were rooted in the neoclassical aesthetic and sculptural
traditionalism of the City Beautiful Movement. A dominant architectural and planning philosophy of
the early twentieth century that was often sponsored by the political and private elite, the movement
promoted urban beatification as a means of fostering civicand moral virtue. Baltimore Mayor James H.
Preston commissioned the Olmsted Brothers landscape architecture firm to prepare a planning study
addressing future development at the fort. The plans developed by Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. for Fort
McHenry were strictly commemorative in their design and did not attempt to replicate the grounds
as they were during the bombardment in 1814. While never implemented, recommendations sought
to combine picturesque, curvilinear walking paths with classically derived City Beautiful elements
that emphasized axial corridors terminating in vistas of the fort and symmetrical arrangements of
buildings, monuments, and landscape features.*®
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As part of the weeklong events held during the 1914 Centennial commemoration, a number of
monuments were dedicated on the grounds of Fort McHenry. On the morning of September 9, 1914,
the Maryland Society of the Daughters of the War of 1812 unveiled a canon monument mounted in the
Water Battery that honored of the American privateers who defended Fort McHenry.*®® The following
day, the Maryland Society of the D.A.R. dedicated a large, memorial plaque commemorating Francis
Scott Key and the “The Star-Spangled Banner” with Key's oldest living grandson and the Governor of
Maryland in attendance. German-born sculptor Hans K. Shuler designed the shield-shaped plaque,
which was prominently mounted on the outside wall of the sally port, near the fort entrance.*®
The centennial celebrations concluded at Fort McHenry on Defenders’ Day, September 12, with the
formal dedication of a bronze and granite monument for Lieutenant Colonel George Armistead.
Commissioned by the Society of the War of 1812 in Maryland and designed by artist Edward Berge,
the Armistead statue was placed near the Water Battery, overlooking the outer harbor area where
the British fleet had staged their bombardment of the fort 100 years earlier. At the unveiling, 6,400
Baltimore schoolchildren clad in red, white, and blue capes formed a human flag and sang “The Star-
Spangled Banner (Figure 9-1)."4"
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Figure 9-1. Baltimore Schoolchildren Forming the “Human Flag” during the Defenders’ Day Centennial Celebrations, 1914
(Source: Baltimore Sun Sunday Magazine, September 13, 1964. Copy on File Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).
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The memorial markers and Armistead statue were joined six years later by the installation of the
Francis Scott Key Monument at Fort McHenry in 1922. The project was originally funded in 1914 with
$75,000 from a congressional appropriations bill. The work, by the American-born, classically trained
sculptor Charles H. Niehaus was selected in 1916 by the Federal Fine Arts Commission from among 34
submitted entries.**> However, construction and full financing of the project was delayed until after
World War I.

Forsaking the figurative for the symbolic, Niehaus’ winning entry, Orpheus with the Awkward Foot,
was designed as an allegorical tribute to Francis Scott Key and his inspiration for writing “The Star-
Spangled Banner.” The neoclassical monument featured a 24-foot bronze figure of Orpheus playing
a lyre set atop a 15-foot, circular pedestal of Tennessee pink marble decorated with a frieze in low
relief of a dedication to and portrait of Key.** President Warren G. Harding dedicated the work in
one of the first nationwide radio broadcasts to the country on Flag Day, June 14, 1922 (Figure 9-2).4%4

Conspicuously located in a designed circular drive set in the middle of Fort Avenue, the colossal
Orpheus statute visually dominated the main approach to Fort McHenry. The monument sparked
controversy among the Baltimore public. An art critic of the period lauded the piece for its metaphoric
representation rather than “presenting the world with one more unlovely portrait of a ‘mere man.'"4%
Others found fault with
the artist's rendering

of the nude male form,
while many visitors were
confused by the piece,
often mistaking it as a
literal portrayal of Francis
Scott Key.*®

Public memorialization

continued to be strongly
promoted by local
civic organizations and
Army  superintendents
during War Department’s

management of Fort

Figure 9-2. President Warren G. Harding Addressing Crowds at Fort McHenry at the McHenry National Park
Dedication of the Francis Scott Key Memorial, June 14, 1922 (Source: National Archives,

Philadelphia, PA). from 1925 to 1933. The
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111%™ Anniversary of Defenders’ Day in September 1928 served as the official dedication of Fort
McHenry National Park. Speaking before 20,000 people on hand to witness the ceremony, Secretary
of War Dwight F. Davis proclaimed the fort a memorial to the national anthem and a shrine to
patriotism. In the evening, that number swelled to over 50,000 as residents of Baltimore gathered to
watch the fireworks display over the fort.**’

A second memorial period started at Fort McHenry in 1931 with the introduction of cherry trees and
an elm on the park grounds to celebrate the bicentennial anniversary of George Washington’s birth.
In October of that year, 1,500 black and white Baltimore schoolchildren planted 152 cherry trees
representing each of the city’s public schools. Those planted by the “colored” schools were arranged
in a grove located on the east side of the fort. Trees representing the white schools were planted to
the west.**® Plans to establish the cherry groves at Fort McHenry predated the bicentennial and were
originally proposed as a means of creating a visitor attraction in Baltimore similar to Washington
D.C.’s popular cherry trees, which were planted around the Potomac Park Tidal Basin in 1912.

On Defenders’ Day in 1932, 80 bronze tablets donated by the National Society of the United States
Daughters of the War of 1812 were unveiled at Fort McHenry. The Governor of Maryland dedicated
48 state markers, which were installed next to the representative oak trees lining Fort Avenue. The
series of tablets honoring the fort’s 1814 defenders and plaques identifying the historic functions of
the Star Fort buildings were also presented during the ceremonies. While park manager Colonel Alvin
K. Baskette viewed these formal expressions of memorialization as a means to “foster Americanism,”
the objects had little, or no historical association with Fort McHenry and its landscape.*®

CHANGES IN MEMORIALIZATION UNDER THE NPS, 1933-1964

In the 1930s, a series of factors contributed to a shift from the Battle of North Point as the focal point
for Defenders’ Day activities in Baltimore to Fort McHenry. Congressional designation of “The Star-
Spangled Banner” as the official national anthem in 1931 substantially enhanced the public profile of
the fort. Meanwhile, increased automobile use and industrial expansion contributed to urban sprawl
in metropolitan Baltimore that consumed the historic setting of the North Point Battlefield site over the
course of the decade. The 125" Anniversary of Defenders’ Day in 1939 and Congressional re-designation
of Fort McHenry as a National Monument and Historic Shrine, the only area within the National Park
system to possess this dual distinction, further underscored the national significance of the site.>®
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Following the administrative transfer of Fort McHenry to NPS management under the Department of
the Interior, traditional public memorialization at the site effectively came to an end. With funding
and manpower resources committed toward the ongoing restoration of the park, the commemorative
emphasis was placed on the Star Fort itself, one of the few remaining memorial vestiges that honored
the historic events of 1814.

Commemoration of Defenders’ Day at Fort McHenry remained well attended throughout the Great
Depression but took on more muted tones after the start of World War Il. In 1942, the fort played
host to the annual observance with a live radio broadcast of mass armed services inductions and
the dedication of the new U.S. Coast Guard Training Station on the site.*®' To mark the end of the
conflict, a joint celebration of V-J Day and Defenders’ Day was held at Fort McHenry in September
1945. The ceremonies signaled a return to the pomp and pageantry and an estimated crowd of
50,000 spectators turned out to witness a day of parades, speeches, military airs, and ending with the
mock bombardment of the fort in the evening.>®

In subsequent years, commercialization of Defenders’ Day at Fort McHenry became a concern
among NPS officials as the city and private organizations assumed larger roles in the planning and
presentation of events. Celebrations were nearly marred when exploding rocks and burning paper
rained down on spectators and the fort during the bombardment spectacle in 1947. The incident
prompted Superintendent James Rader to contact the Regional Director for guidance on how to
dissuade “such wild parties” and absolve the NPS of responsibility from future liabilities.>® The issue
would be revived in later decades as Fort McHenry staff sought to properly weigh commemorative
and recreational uses of the site.

By the end of World War Il, the generation of Baltimoreans that had been instrumental in fighting for
the preservation of Fort McHenry as a national park in the early twentieth century had largely passed.
Earlier methods of remembrance and commemoration through the erection of public monuments
had grown considerably outdated with one architectural critic noting that, “the notion of a modern
monument is a veritable contradiction in terms.”3%* The social resonance behind the bronze plaques
and monuments at Fort McHenry had begun to fade; however, new forms of commemoration would
take their place, more firmly rooted in the authentic history and immediate symbolism of the site.

With the profusion of patriotic sentiment in the aftermath of the war, Fort McHenry became
more closely associated with the imagery of the U.S. Flag and the annual commemoration of Flag
Day. Responding to public demand, on January 31, 1947, Hillory A. Tolson, Acting Director of the
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NPS, authorized Fort McHenry to continuously fly the U.S. Flag “'to produce a patriotic effect’ in
commemoration of the writing by Francis Scott Key of the words of our national anthem.”*%> The
annual observance of Flag Day, which in Baltimore had long been associated with the “Star-Spangled
Banner” and Fort McHenry since the late nineteenth century, took on a greater resonance one year
later, when a presidential proclamation issued by President Harry S. Truman on July 2, 1948, officially
sanctioned the flag's constant display at Fort McHenry as a “perpetual symbol of our patriotism.” 5%
The following year, President Truman signed congressional legislation officially designating June 14

of each year as National Flag Day.

Archaeology and research
undertaken as part of HARP during
the Mission 66 program in the late
1950s and early 1960s initiated
a move toward a more accurate
portrayal of the history of Fort
McHenry.  The construction in
1959 of the replica flagstaff at its
original site created a new focal
point for commemorative services
and special events. The significance
of the flagstaff was underscored
with the first official raisings of
the nation’s 49-and 50-star flags,

which were held during midnight

. t Fort McH in 1959 Figure 9-3. U.S. Secretary of the Interior Fred A. Seaton (Left) Hoisting the
ceremonies at ror chenry in First 50-Star U.S. Flag, July 4, 1960 (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument
and 1960 (Figure 9-3). and Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

Conversely, new interpretation also resulted in a devaluation of the earlier commemorative features
at Fort McHenry. The Orpheus and Armistead monuments, as well as the bronze state markers and
plagues were now viewed as visual intrusions on the park’s historic landscape. With the increase in
automobile use at Fort McHenry in the post-war era, Orpheus, had also developed into a significant
traffic hazard, causing several accidents near the circle. The sculptures were removed from their
prominent locations near the entrance road and outer battery and placed in more discreet settings
on the fort grounds.

In September 1964, Secretary of the Interior Stewart Udall dedicated the new Visitor Center at Fort
McHenry as part of the Star-Spangled Banner Sesquicentennial to mark the 150™ Anniversary of
Defenders’ Day. Many of the planned events around the city were hampered by poor weather and
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low turnout that year, prompting local media to remark on the decline in popularity of the long-
running secular holiday among the residents of Baltimore and Maryland.”® The ceremony at Fort
McHenry, however, was highlighted by fireworks and the raising of a full-size replica of the 1814
Battle Flag measuring 30x42 feet on the fort’s flagstaff. Although first raised in 1959 at the fort, the
large flag was intermittently flown for special events. In subsequent years, the replica 15-star and
15-stripe, 1814 Battle Flag was flown whenever weather and visitation allowed, becoming a distinct
and enduring symbol associated with Fort McHenry.

COMMEMORATION THROUGH LIVING HISTORY, 1965-1989

Interpretation continued to influence commemoration and memorialization at Fort McHenry in the
latter-half of the twentieth century, particularly through the use of military ceremonies and living
history. Formation of the Fort McHenry Tattoo by volunteers from the Marine Barracks at Fort Meade
quickly became a popular weekly attraction among park visitors when the program began in the
summer of 1965. To honor the Defenders of Fort McHenry and the American Flag, the 35-minute,
evening ceremony was performed with symbolic 1812 drill maneuvers, marching music, and a
rendition of the national anthem.>%®

The introduction of living history at Fort McHenry in the late 1960s enhanced the Tattoo ceremonies
and other commemorative events held both at the park and offsite. The program was expanded in
the early 1980s with the creation of the volunteer Fort McHenry Guard. Through the use of historically
accurate drills, replica uniforms, and weaponry, the living history demonstrations served to support
the military character and interpretation of the site.

Throughoutthisperiod, Fort McHenry management and staff also continued to struggle with finding an
appropriate balance between increasing recreational use of the site with the solemn commemorative
role of the park. The 1968 Fort McHenry Master Plan strongly argued for strong NPS control of all
ceremonies held within the park and that all activities, as well as future development on the site,
conform to the history that the park was established to memorialize.*® These recommendations
were reiterated 20 years later in the 1988 Amendment to the Fort McHenry Master Plan, which
proposed that the grounds be maintained in a way to perpetuate the memorial character of the park.
Additionally, the amended plan also advocated for the complete removal of all public memorials on
the grounds, including vegetation and “ornamental statuary and markers that have been added to
the site over the years [and] do not relate to the interpretive themes at the park.”>™
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Figure 9-4. U.S. President Gerald Ford Addressing the Crowd at Fort
McHenry, July 4, 1975 (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and
Historic Shrine Museum Collection: Archival Documents).

During the 1970s, annual Defenders’
Day events were largely overshadowed
by the buildup to festivities planned
at Fort McHenry for the two-year
celebration of the U.S. Bicentennial on
July 4, 1975 and 1976 (Figure 9-4). As
the observance of the patriotic holiday
waned, the local media once again
called attention to many Baltimore
residents’ confusion about the
memorial.”"" Reflecting this trend, in
1974 the Maryland General Assembly
Senate Finance Committee voted to
demote Defenders’ Day as a legal state
holiday to an unofficial holiday before
quickly reversing itself a day later.>"

In  contrast, National Flag Day
celebrations became one of the major
special events at the fort in this period.
The year 1968 marked the 30* Annual
Flag Day Program at Fort McHenry
and 6,000 people attended the event
two years later in 1970.°" In 1985,
President Ronald Reagan delivered
a 10-minute address at Fort McHenry
for Flag Day celebrations and 3,500

Maryland schoolchildren participated in the recreation of the Human Flag for the first time since

1914.5"* Renamed the “Living Flag,” the program was developed by the NPS in partnership with the

National Flag Day Foundation. Initially held on the June 14, the annual observance of Flag Day, over

the years the park has chosen to change the date for the Living Flag program to coincide better with

the school calendar earlier in May when schools were still in session (Figure 9-5).

The annual observance of Defenders’ Day was front and center once again in 1989 as Fort McHenry

commemorated the 175th Anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the writing of “The Star-

Spangled Banner.” President George H.W. Bush opened the weeklong celebrations with a visit to Fort
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McHenry on September 7, 1989. The Park
Service and the Patriots of Fort McHenry

used the 175th anniversary as a public
platform to highlight the deteriorating
material condition of the fort and raise
funds for its restoration.’” In addition
to the traditional mock bombardment
of the fort, a slate of activities were held
during the week’s festivities that included
concerts, a military parade, naturalization
ceremonies, and a performance of a
Figure 9-5. Recreation of the “Living Flag” on Flag Day, June 14,  historical musical dramatization entitled

2003 (Source: Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine o~ .
Museum Collection: Archival Documents). O’er the Ramparts.”>

EXPANDED VIEWS OF COMMEMORATION AND MEMORIALIZATION, 1990-2012

Commemorative activities at Fort McHenry during the 1990s and 2000s reflected the broadening
interpretation at the park that included a greater emphasis on the secondary themes of the park’s
history, including the War of American Independence, the Civil War, and World Wars | and Il. In July
1990, Fort McHenry marked the 125t Anniversary of the end of the Civil War with the Encampment at
Fort McHenry, a weeklong event conducted by 300 living history volunteers. The years immediately
following the 175% Anniversary witnessed a sharp decline in crowd numbers at Defenders’ Day events;
however, only 3,000 people attended annual celebrations between 1990 through 1995.5"7 The Living
Flag and Flag Day celebrations remained popular and the numbers for special events at Fort McHenry
rebounded considerably by the end of the decade as Defenders’ Day celebrations were extended to
include a three-day living history encampment.>'®

Recognition of Fort McHenry’s historic landscape as a cultural resource in the 1990s began to unify the
prolonged, philosophical rift that emerged in the 1950s with the HARP program between traditional
public memorialization and interpretation. Development of the Cultural Landscape Report for Fort

515 Neil A. Grauer, “Seeking the Old Glory of Fort McHenry,” The Washington Post, September 7, 1989, B1, B7.

516 Superintendent John W. Tyler, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine and Hampton National Historic
Site 1989 Annual Report, Superintendent’s Annual Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument &
Historic Shrine, February 12, 1990), 1-2, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.

517 Superintendent John W. Tyler, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine, Hampton National Historic
Site 1993 Annual Narrative Report (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, 1994), copy
on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library; Tyler, Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine and Hampton
National Historic Site 1989 Annual Report.

518 Superintendent Kathryn D. Cook, Annual Narrative Report of Superintendents and Regional Directors - October 1997
Through September 1998 (FY 1998) (Baltimore, MD: Fort McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine, February
22, 1999), 3, copy on file, Fort McHenry NM&HS Library.



McHenry in 1992 provided research and context for early commemorative features at the site and
recommendations for their management and preservation. The Orpheus and Armistead monuments,
memorial plantings such as the Washington Elm, and bronze plaques were long discounted by
park management as outdated and infringements on the historical appearance of the fort. Now,
however, they were broadly viewed as remnant features in the Fort McHenry landscape that evoked
the memorial periods of the early twentieth century and were considered contributing resources to
the significance of the site.>

At the turn of the new century, the September 11 terrorist attacks in 2001 and the subsequent
outpouring of patriotism in the following weeks and months emphasized the significance of the
American Flag as a unifying symbol of country and its association with Fort McHenry and the national
anthem. Meanwhile, special interpretive events spearheaded annual commemorative activities at the
site and continued to evolve and grow as the decade progressed. The Civil War Weekend in April 2001
attracted approximately 11,000 visitors, outpacing the number of attendees for the Defenders’ Day
celebrations that year.>° In 2004, over 18,000 people enjoyed the Star-Spangled Banner Weekend, a
collection of programs, parades, and living history demonstrations and encampments as part of the
three-day Defenders’ Day observances at Fort McHenry.>?'

While commemoration activities are inherently based in the remembrance of the past, annual
Defenders’ Day ceremonies also took on a forward-looking character as NPS management and staff
at Fort McHenry began planning in 2002 for the upcoming Bicentennial Anniversary of Battle of
Baltimore and Star-Spangled Banner in 2014. As part of the preparations, new facilities were erected,
requiring the relocation of the Armistead monument. In addition, dying and diseased parts of the
memorial groves that were originally planted during the Washington birthday bicentennial in the
early 1930s were replanted with similar species. The re-establishment of the groves gave context to
the use of plantings in commemoration.

Commemoration of Defenders’ Day on September 12 remains a significant and enduring annual
observance at Fort McHenry. The citizens of Baltimore and Maryland continue to remember the
anniversary of the Battle of Baltimore and the writing of “The Star-Spangled Banner” with parades,
mock battles, and public services that are reminiscent of the earliest celebrations in the nineteenth
century. Public memorialization shifted over time as popular concepts and methods of remembrance
changed. Monuments, plaques, and plantings installed at Fort McHenry by patriotic organizations
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during the early twentieth century were later viewed by NPS managers as visual intrusions in the
historic landscape and obstacles that presented constant long-range maintenance issues for the
staff. Recently, though, a new more comprehensive understanding of memorialization has emerged.
These older monuments and landscape features are now being viewed as a significant resources that
contribute to the overall history of Fort McHenry.
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Conclusion

he history of Fort McHenry is inextricably linked to September 13-14, 1814, when the garrison’s

valiant defense of Baltimore stirred Francis Scott Key to immortalize the events in “The Star-

Spangled Banner.” After 25 hours of unrelenting bombardment by British Naval forces, the
massive U.S. Flag flown by the Fort’s commander, Major George Armistead, still waved in the dawn’s
early light. While it was viewed by Baltimore residents as a hallowed site of American patriotism
and considerably expanded and remodeled in the 1820s and 1830s, Fort McHenry was strategically
outdated by the mid-nineteenth century. It entered into a sustained period of decline until the War
Department closed the military reservation in 1912.

Extravagant commemorative celebrations of the Defenders’ Day anniversaries and memorialization
honoring the Battle of Baltimore and Key's writing of “The Star-Spangled Banner,” during the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries revived the public’s interest in Fort McHenry and its history.
Fears regarding the future of the deteriorated and shuttered fort spurred prominent citizens and
patriotic organizations in Baltimore and Maryland to mount a series of legislative campaigns to
preserve the site. These efforts would result in Fort McHenry’s conversion into a municipal public
park in 1914 and its eventual designation as a National Park in 1925, after a period of use as a military
hospital in during World War I.

Park managers, first under the War Department and later under the NPS following the jurisdictional
transfer of the site in 1933, consistently strove to fulfill their responsibilities to preserve Fort McHenry
as a “national memorial shrine as the birthplace of the immortal ‘Star-Spangled Banner’.” However,
rehabilitation of Fort McHenry and its grounds in the 1920s and again under the aegis of multiple New
Deal emergency work relief programs during the 1930s, had unintended, yet considerable, adverse
impacts on the park’s cultural resources. In the later part of the twentieth century, development
activities and the growth of park staff and operations occurred in sporadic fashion, often influenced
by external events and anniversaries; dictated by fluctuating budgetary surpluses and constraints; or
guided by shifting administrative philosophies and agency policies.

Within this context, park managers were required to constantly weigh administrative decisions
regarding development with the preservation, rehabilitation, and selective restoration of the historic
Star Fort and its associated resources. Over time, methods and philosophies evolved reflecting changes
in NPS policies and guidelines in regards to the emerging field of cultural resource management.
Beginning in the late 1950s with HARP under the Mission 66 program, the decades between the 1960s
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and the 1990s brought profound managerial changes. Passage of the NHPA and NEPA in the 1960s
and early 1970s compelled park managers to adopt new methods of treatment for cultural resources
at Fort McHenry.

These Federal regulations, most notably Section 106 of the NHPA, and the subsequent development
of NPS guidelines and policies, indelibly linked development projects with more comprehensive
procedures that addressed the identification, documentation, and preservation of affected resources.
Reduced park budgets in the 1980s, coupled with structural reorganization of the NPS in the 1990s
resulted in greater cooperation between the Park Service, its partners, and private consultants,
who were brought in to assist and enable projects. This infused a new energy into the cultural
resource management process at Fort McHenry. In the past decade, increased funding, staffing,
and a commitment to professional standards have reversed the haphazard curatorial and record
management practices that had long plagued the park’s archives and museum collections. Recognition
of natural resources at the park also expanded beyond basic maintenance and pest management to
embrace a broader view of the topography, vegetation, and wildlife as integral components of Fort
McHenry's larger cultural landscape.

Interpretation of the site’s historical past has been an evolutionary process. Efforts to accurately
“tell the story” of Fort McHenry have been shaped by cultural, economic, and social shifts; new
educational techniques and technology, most notably the growth of the living history program
at the park; and the uncovering of information through ongoing archeological investigation and
historical research. Similarly, public views of appropriate commemoration and memorialization have
also shifted over time as popular concepts and methods of remembrance have changed. A more
comprehensive understanding of the Fort’s significance has emerged, one where interpretation of its
history is informed by and reinforced by commemorative ceremonies.

Neverhtheless, some gaps in the historical record of the park still remain. Most notable was the failure
to locate a majority of the superintendent’s annual reports and other primary documents for the park
dating from 1963 to 1978. This was an important period in Fort McHenry's history as administrators
and staff grappled with: the aftermath of the park’s disappointing Mission 66 infrastructure
development; the fight over the construction of the proposed 1-95 bridge; the introduction of living
history interpretation; and the U.S. Bicentennial celebrations of 1976. It is believed that the locations
for these documents may be due to administrative consolidation and reorganization of the Mid-
Atlantic and Northeast regional offices during this same time.

The upcoming 200th anniversary of the bombardment of Fort McHenry and the writing of “The Star-
Spangled Banner” in 2014 has been an impetus to improve facilities and place operations in a position
to best handle current and projected needs. The anniversary also presents significant milestone in
the National Park Service's administration of the site. It is recommended that management and
staff to dedicate adequate time and resources to properly record this notable period in the park’s
history and update this document within a reasonable time frame (five to 10 years) to include this



new information. Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine has had the benefit of retaining
many dedicated, longtime staff members who have provided the park with a strong institutional memory. It
is hoped that this administrative history will offer similar assistance for prospective park managers who may
wish to examine the choices made by past administrators and how those decisions have impacted the park,

when confronting future challenges.
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Appendix A: Timeline of Fort McHenry

April 19, 1775

January 1776

1781

March 20, 1794

1794

March 1799

1802

1805
June 18, 1812

1813

September 12-14, 1814

1814

1829-1839

1840s

1847

1861-1865

Start of the American Revolutionary War.

Maryland Congress of Delegates confiscates Whetstone Point property for
fortification of Baltimore against British attack. Work begins on gun battery and
star-shaped earthworks at Fort Whetstone the following month.

Fort Whetstone defenses abandoned. Whetstone Point property sold to private
landowners at public auction.

U.S. Congress passes “Act to Provide for the Defence of Certain Ports and
Harbors in the United States” ; establishes the First American System of
fortifications (1794 - 1804) along East Coast of the United States.

Construction begins on fortifications based on preliminary designs by Major
General John Jacob Ulrich Rivardi.

Jean Foncin appointed to supervise work at Fort McHenry. Develops new plans
of fort defenses.

Federal artillery company under command of Captain Staats Morris occupies Fort
McHenry.

Completion of initial construction.
America declares war on Great Britain.

Improvements made to Fort McHenry defenses. Major George Armistead
appointed commander of the Fort.

Bombardment of Fort McHenry. Francis Scott Key writes “The Defense of Fort
McHenry,” which later becomes the “Star-Spangled Banner.”

Bombproofing of the Powder Magazine and other improvements to the Fort
following bombardment.

Second System modifications made to Fort McHenry defenses and ordnance;
second story additions to Star Fort buildings; expansion of Fort ground with
purchase of 25 additional acres to the west.

Construction of brick stables and new hospital building; conversion of 1814
hospital into commanding officer’s quarters.

Construction begins on Fort Carroll, a Third System fortification type located
four miles south of Fort McHenry in the Patapsco River.

Fort McHenry serves as a prison transport station during the Civil War for the
detainment of Confederate sympathizers in Baltimore and Maryland; emergency
construction during the war of new barracks, cookhouse, powder magazine, and
Quartermaster storehouses.
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1873-1876
1878
1889

1890s

1902

1912

1913

June 18, 1914

September 1914

1917

1917 - 1920

1920

October 20, 1921

October 24, 1921

January 24, 1922
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Construction of new gun battery; work halted due to lack of funding.
Sale of five-acres of Fort McHenry property to the Baltimore Drydock Company.
75t Defenders’ Day Anniversary Celebrations at Fort McHenry.

Initial campaign to preserve Fort McHenry by local and state civic and patriotic
groups.

First attempt at Federal legislation to transfer ownership of Fort McHenry to the
City of Baltimore for use as a public park.

Removal of Federal garrison and closing of Fort McHenry.

3.25 acres of Fort McHenry land ceded to Treasury Department for construction
of new immigration station.

Jurisdiction of Fort McHenry formally handed to City of Baltimore for use as a
park. Clause in the federal legislation allowing the transfer gives the Secretary
of War the power to terminate the agreement when deemed “expedient to do
so.”

Weeklong celebrations at Fort McHenry and throughout Baltimore for 100t
Anniversary of Defenders’ Day and the “Star-Spangled Banner”; Fort festivities
include dedication of memorial markers for War of 1812 privateers and Francis
Scott Key, unveiling of Lt. Colonel George Armistead statue and human flag of
6,500 schoolchildren.

United States declares war against Germany and enters World War |; Fort
McHenry park closed in July; Fort grounds serve as U.S. Army General Hospital
No. 2.

U.S. General Hospital No. 2 operates as a receiving hospital for returning
wounded vets; more than 100 temporary support buildings erected on Fort
McHenry grounds.

War Department transfers U.S. General Hospital No. 2 and Fort McHenry to
U.S. Public Health Service for use as a veterans hospital; talk of shuttering the
property sparks renewed fears about Fort McHenry status among local groups.

War Department announces plans to eventually dispose of Fort McHenry.

Congressional Representative J. Charles Linthicum introduces H.R. 8816 directing
the Secretary of War to transfer ownership of Fort McHenry to the City of
Baltimore; Representative Philip J. Hall introduces H.R. 8819 to “preserve in
perpetuity Forts McHenry and Carroll.” Both bills later die in committee due to
lack of support.

Public hearing held in the meeting room of the Maryland Historical Society to
develop consensus regarding future course of action to preserve Fort McHenry.
Local preservation advocates, including the Society of the War of 1812 in
Maryland, officials with the City of Baltimore and State of Maryland, and the
Maryland congressional delegation in attendance.



March 2, 1922

March 14, 1922

March 16, 1922

March 28, 1922

June 14, 1922

October 31, 1923

January 11, 1924

February 1925

March 3, 1925

April 3, 1925

1925-1926

1928-1929

September 12, 1928

March 3, 1931

1931

Joint Resolution No. 1, calling for the restoration of Fort McHenry and
preservation as a national park, unanimously passed by the Maryland State
Legislature and signed by Governor Albert Ritchie.

Baltimore City Council passes ordinance recommending Fort McHenry to be
made a national park and maintained by the federal government.

Senator Joseph France of Maryland introduces S.B. 3349 to amend the 1914 Act
granting use of Fort McHenry to the City of Baltimore, to restore Fort McHenry
to its 1814 condition, and to preserve the site as a national park under the War
Department. Bill ultimately dies in committee.

Congressman Linthicum introduces H.R. 11083, a similar national park measure
in the House of Representatives. Bill ultimately dies in committee.

President Warren G. Harding visits Fort McHenry and delivers the first national
radio broadcast as part of Flag Day dedication ceremony of the Orpheus
monument.

All patients are relocated from the veterans hospital at Fort McHenry and the
site is closed by the War Department

Representative Linthicum introduces H.R. 5261, a second bill to establish Fort
McHenry as a national park. This was passed to the House Committee on
Military Affairs.

House of Representatives unanimously passes H.R. 5261 on February 16th; H.R.
5261 called up for consideration in the U.S. Senate and unanimously passed on
February 27t%.

President Calvin Coolidge signs Act authorizing the establishment of Fort
McHenry as a National Park (March 3, 1925, ch. 425, 43 Stat. 1109). War
Department begins restoration of the Fort under the direction of the
Quartermaster of the Third Army Corps.

Veterans Bureau relinquishes all rights and interest in Fort McHenry.

First phase of War Department restoration work at Fort McHenry, included:
clearing and salvage of hospital buildings; renovation of the Junior Officer’s
Quarters; installation of electrical service.

Second phase of War Department restoration, included: restoration of the
entrance gate and two-story porches for some Star Fort buildings; masonry repairs
of Fort, Civil War Powder Magazine, and seawall; removal of the uncompleted
1870s water battery; construction of surface parking lot.

Dedication of Fort McHenry as a National Military Park.

President Herbert Hoover signs Act making the Star-Spangled Banner the National
Anthem of the United States.

War Department commemorative plantings of Washington Elm, Japanese cherry
groves, red oaks, and white pines throughout the Fort grounds.



August 10, 1933

1934

September 1935

December 16,1935

1937

1939

August 11, 1939

1940

1941

1942

1943
1944
1945

1947-1948

April 1948

1952

1956

1957-1958

1960
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Administration of Fort McHenry effectively transferred from War Department to
Interior Department, under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service as directed
by Executive Order No. 6166 (June 10, 1933) and Executive Order No. 6288 (July 28,
1933). James R. McConaghie appointed as first superintendent.

Beginning of New Deal emergency work-relief programs at Fort McHenry;
estimated annual attendance recorded at 274,000.

Acquisition of the E. Berkley Bowie Firearms Collection.

Fort McHenry established as an independent administrative unit within the
National Park System; George A. Palmer appointed as the first, full-time
superintendent.

Evelyn Hill Corporation begins operation of a concession stand at Fort McHenry.

Approval of the first Fort McHenry Master Plan. Institution of the 10-cent visitor
fee.

Park title changed to Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine (Aug.
11, 1939, ch. 686, 53 Stat. 1405).

The estimated attendance record for the park exceeds half-a-million people.
Termination of New Deal work-relief construction at the Fort in November;
Japanese bombardment of Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. U.S. declares war
Japan and Germany.

Approval of the second Fort McHenry Master Plan. Series of special-use war
permits signed allowing the U.S. Coast Guard use of Fort McHenry grounds for
drilling and establishment of the Fire Control and Port Security Training Station.
Conversion of the Civil War Powder Magazine into a firing range.

Construction of the U.S. Navy's Fort McHenry Receiving Station.

End of World War .

Clearance of all war-related U.S. Coast Guard and Navy construction from the Fort
McHenry grounds and cancellation of the special-use permits.

Designation of the Hampton National Historic Site. Fort McHenry
Superintendent serves as coordinating superintendent for the new unit.

Release of the third Fort McHenry Master Plan.

Congressional approval and funding of the National Park Service Mission 66
Program.

Research and archaeological investigations conducted at Fort McHenry as part of
the Historical and Archeological Research Program (HARP).

Reconstruction of the Fort McHenry Flagstaff.



1962

1962-1964

July 4, 1964
June 28, 1965

1968

1971-1972

1973

1973-1975

July 5, 1975

July 4, 1976

1980

1982

1983

1984
November 1985

1986-1987

1987

Final approval of the 1962 Fort McHenry Master Plan. Recommended removal
of all visual intrusions from within the 1814 historical zone boundaries;
reconstruction of some outlying Fort buildings from that period.

Construction and dedication of new Visitor Center, Duplex Housing Units,
and Maintenance Utility Garage at a total cost of $184,743. Relocation of the
Orpheus and Armistead monuments.

Fort McHenry Visitor Center dedicated.

First performance of the Fort McHenry Tattoo.

Release of the 1968 Fort McHenry Master Plan - provided analysis of regional
and local issues confronting visitation rates at Fort McHenry; discouraged
recreational use of the park; recommended enlargement of existing Visitor
Center; complete restoration of Fort McHenry to its 1814 appearance; removal of
Orpheus and Armistead monuments from park grounds.

Controversial design plans released of proposed I-95 highway bridge across

Patapsco River adjacent to Fort McHenry. Plans shifted to tunnel concept by 1972.

Creation of the Volunteers-In-Parks (VIP) program at Fort McHenry.

Conversion of the Civil War Powder Magazine into climate controlled archives
repository for Fort McHenry and Hampton National Historic Site; construction of
tour boat pier at the northeast corner of the park.

President Gerald Ford becomes the first U.S. President to visit Fort McHenry since

Warren G. Harding; law enforcement ranger position established at Fort McHenry.

U.S. Bicentennial.

Construction begins on 1-95 tunnel; Juin Crosse-Barnes becomes the first female
superintendent of Fort McHenry.

Fort McHenry Guard established as an outgrowth of the VIP program.
Maryland Department of Transportation creates tidal wetlands adjacent to the
Fort McHenry's southern seawall as environmental mitigation of the tunnel
project.

Patriots of Fort McHenry organized as a tax-exempt, non-profit foundation.
Completion of the Fort McHenry Tunnel.

Maintenance operations consolidated between Fort McHenry and Hampton;
horticulturist position established for Hampton (later assumes responsibilities at
Fort McHenry).

Publication of The Concept for Facility Development and Landscape Treatment

report. First recommended the construction of a new Visitor Center rather than
enlarging the existing facility.
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1988

September 12-14, 1989
1991

1993

1995

1996

1998

2001

2002

2003

2004

March 6, 2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

April 27, 2009

December 2010
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Release of the 1988 Amendment to the 1968 Master Plan- abandoned plans to
restore Fort McHenry to its 1814 appearance.

175% Anniversary of Defenders Day and the “Star-Spangled Banner”
Development of the Fort McHenry Comprehensive Restoration Plan by GWWO
Architects, Inc. and the NPS Denver Service Center.

Completion of Fort McHenry tree planting program; first Civil War living history
encampment held.

Work begins on Comprehensive Restoration Project to repair the Star Fort's
failing masonry structures; project accompanied by extensive archaeological
field investigation and documentation. Permanent, full-time archivist position
established for Fort McHenry.

Patriots of Fort McHenry merged with Living Classrooms Foundation to form
Patriots of Fort McHenry, Inc.

Congressional authorization of the Chesapeake Bay Gateways and Watertrails
Network (CBGN).

$120,000 in funding received to prepare a Development Concept Plan and
Environmental Assessment/Assessment of Effect (DCP/EA/AQE) as part of
preliminary planning for new Visitor and Education Center.

Completion of the Fort McHenry Comprehensive Restoration Project at a total cost
of $ 6 million.

Fort McHenry Mission 66 Era Visitor Center found to be not eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places.

Release of reports required as part of planning process for new Visitor and
Education Center, which include: the DCP/EA/AOE; a Boundary Survey of Fort
McHenry National Monument & Historic Shrine; an Alternative Transportation
Study (ATS); and a Cultural Landscape Report (CLR).

Seaport Taxi capsizes near Fort McHenry; five people killed in the accident.

Over $11 million allocated through the 2005 Federal Transportation
Reauthorization Act for construction of the new Visitor Center.

Patriots of Fort McHenry changes names to Friends of Fort McHenry.

Designs for new Visitor and Education Center finalized by GWWO / Architects, Inc.
and the Denver Service Center; new Resource Management Division established
for Fort McHenry and Hampton.

Additional $2.8 million in matching grants committed by City of Baltimore and the
State of Maryland for visitor center facility. Creation of the Star-Spangled Banner
Historic Trail.

Groundbreaking held for development of the new Visitor Education Center.

Original 1964 Visitor Center demolished.



U.S. Department of War, Quartermaster Corps

Maj. General William Horace Hart
Maj. General Benjamin F. Cheatham
Maj. General Fred W. Sladen

Col. Alvin K. Baskette

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

James R. McConaghie, Superintendent
Robert L. Jones, Act'g Superintendent
Harper L. Garrett, Act'g Superintendent
George A. Palmer, Superintendent
Hershel C. Landru, Superintendent
Robert P. Holland, Superintendent
James W. Rader, Superintendent
Robert H. Atkinson, Superintendent
Walter T. Berrett, Superintendent
George C. Mackenzie, Superintendent
James Haskett, Superintendent
Walter T. Bruce, Superintendent
Albert J. Benjamin, Superintendent
Harry L. O'Bryant, Superintendent
Dennis E. McGinnis, Superintendent
Juin A. Crosse-Barnes, Superintendent
Karen P. Wade, Superintendent

John W. Tyler, Superintendent
Kathyrn D. Cook, Superintendent
Laura E. Joss, Superintendent

John McKenna, Superintendent

Gay E. Vietzke, Superintendent

Tina C. Orcutt, Superintendent

Appendix B: Superintendents, 1925 -2011

1925 to 1926

1926 to 1930

July 1930 to November 1931
July/August 1928 to August 1933

August 25, 1933 to December 15, 1934
July 17, 1934 to June 16, 1935
July 5, 1935 to December 14, 1935

December 15, 1935 to November 30, 1937

December 1, 1937 to June 21, 1938
June 22, 1938 to July 27, 1941

July 28, 1941 to June 30, 1953
October 19, 1953 to August 4, 1958
September 22, 1958 to July 8, 1961
November 19, 1961 to October 10, 1965
July 17, 1966 to July 1, 1967

May 19, 1968 to January 24, 1970
March 8, 1970 to May 13, 1972

May 14, 1972 to November 24, 1974
December 8, 1974 to January 11, 1980
June 1, 1980 to August 21, 1985
August 4, 1985 to November 7, 1987
December 8, 1987 to December 1996
September 1996 to October 1999
April 2000 to September 2004

June 1, 2004 to 2005

June 2005 to April 8, 2011

August 1, 2011 to Present
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Appendix C: Federal Legislation

An Act To perpetrate and preserve Fort McHenry and the Grounds connected therewith as a Government
reservation under the control of the Secretary of War, approved August 16, 1912 (37 Stat. 311).

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of American in
Congress assembled, That Fort McHenry and the Government grounds therewith connected shall remain a
Government reservation under the exclusive jurisdiction of the United States and in the control of the War
Department: nothing in this Act shall interfere with the present use of the piers now erected upon said fort
grounds nor the erection by the Government of another pier thereupon for Government purposes with
necessary ingress and egress thereto.

An Act Authorizing the Secretary of War to grant the use of the Fort McHenry Military Reservation, in the
State of Maryland, to the mayor and city council of Baltimore, a municipal corporation of the State of
Maryland, making certain provisions in connection therewith, providing access to and from the site of
the new immigration station heretofore set aside, approved May 26, 1914 (38 Stat. 382).

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled, That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby authorized and directed to grant permission to
the mayor and city council of Baltimore, a municipal corporation of the State of Maryland, to occupy and
use the military reservation of Fort McHenry, Maryland, except that part mentioned in section three hereof,
and that part not in use by the Department of Commerce for a light and fog signal station under revocable
license from the War Department, with the maintenance of the electric lines thereto, as a public park
upon the agreement of said corporation to repair, maintain, and protect the reservation and the public
property thereof during the continuance of its occupancy at its own expense: That the aforesaid, the War
Department shall have equal use of the railroad track and other roads constructed over which to reach the
city streets and railroads beyond from the other parts of the fort grounds. (Repealed and re-enacted, 16
U.S.C. § § 437-440.)

An Act To repeal and reenact chapter 100, 1914, Public, Numbered 108, to provide for the restoration
of Fort McHenry, in the State of Maryland, and its permanent preservation as a national park and
perpetual national memorial shrine as the birthplace of the immortal “Star-Spangled Banner,” written
by Francis Scott Key, for the appropriation of the necessary funds, and other purposes, approved March
3, 1925 (43 Stat. 1109).

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled, That an Act authorizing the Secretary of War to grant the use of the Fort McHenry Military
Reservation in the State of Maryland to the mayor and city council of Baltimore, a municipal corporation of
the State of Maryland, making certain provisions in connection therewith, providing access to and from the
site of the new immigration station heretofore set aside be, and hereby is, repealed and reenacted to read
as follows:

“That the Secretary of War be, and her is hereby, authorized and directed so soon as it may no longer
be needed for uses and needs growing out of the late war, to begin the restoration of Fort McHenry, in
the State of Maryland, now occupied and used as a military reservation, including the restoration of the
old Fort McHenry proper to such a condition as would make it suitable for preservation permanently as
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a national park and perpetual national memorial shrine as the birthplace of the immortal ‘Star-Spangled
Banner,” written by Francis Scott Key, and that the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, further
authorized and directed, as are his successors, to hold the said Fort McHenry in perpetuity as a military
reservation, national park, and memorial, and to maintain it as such, except that part mentioned in section
3 hereof, and that part now in used by the Department of Commerce for a light and fog signal station
under revocable license from the War Department with the maintenance of the electric lines thereto and
such portion of the reservation, including improvement, as may be reserved by the Secretary of War for the
use of the Chief of Engineers, the said reservation to be maintained as a national public park, subject to
such regulations as may from time to time be issued by the Secretary of War.

“That any and all repairs, improvements, changes, and alterations in the grounds, buildings, and other
appurtenances to the reservation shall be made only according to detailed plans which shall be approved
by the Secretary of War, and all such repairs, improvements, or alterations shall be made at the expense
of the United States, and all such improvements, together with the reservation itself, shall become and
remain permanently the property of the United States: Provided, That permission is hereby granted the
Secretary of the Treasury to use permanently a strip of land sixty feet wide belonging to said fort grounds,
beginning at the north corner of the present grounds of the fort and extending south sixty-three degrees
thirty minutes east, six hundred and fifty feet to the south corner of the site set aside for the immigration
station at Baltimore, said strip of land being located along the northwest boundary of the land ceded to
the Baltimore Dry Dock Company and the land of the said immigration station, the same to be used, if
so desired, in lieu of acquiring, by purchase or condemnation, any of the lands of the dry dock company
so that the Secretary of the Treasury may, in connection with land acquired from the Baltimore and Ohio
Railroad Company, have access to and from said immigration station and grounds over the right of way so
acquired to the city streets and railroads beyond, the Secretary of the Treasury to have the same power to
construct, contract for, and arrange for railroad and other facilities upon said outlet as fully as provided in
the Act approved March 4, 1913, setting aside a site for an immigration station and providing for an outlet
there-from: Provided, however, That if the Secretary of the Treasury accepts and makes use of said strip of
land for the purposes aforesaid the War Department shall have equal use of the railroad track and other
roads constructed over which to reach the city streets and railroads beyond from the other parts of the
fort grounds: Provided further, That the Secretary of War may in case of a national emergency close the
said military reservation and use it for any and all military purposes during the period of the emergency,
and for such period of time thereafter, as the public needs may require: And provided further, That the
Secretary of War is hereby authorized and directed to dispose of the useless temporary buildings and
contents constructed during the recent war and from the proceeds thereof there is hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sum as may be necessary not exceeding $50,000 for use by the Secretary of War in the
restoration of said Fort McHenry reservation and for other purposes consistent with this Act. (16 U.S.C. § §
437-440.)

An Executive Order (No. 6166), issued pursuant to the authority of Section 16 of the Act of March 3, 1933
(Public Law No. 428-47 Stat. 1517), to transfer Fort McHenry National Park from the War Department to
the National Park Service of the Department of the Interior.

All functions of administration of public buildings, reservations, national parks, national monuments,

and national cemeteries are consolidated in an office of National Parks, Buildings and Reservations, in

the Department of the Interior, a the head of which shall be a Director of National Parks, Buildings, and
Reservations; excluded from this provision any public building or reservation which is chiefly employed as a
facility in the work of a particular agency. This transfer and consolidation of functions shall include, among
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others, those of the National Park Service of the Department of the Interior and the National Cemeteries
and Parks of the War Department which are located within the continental limits of the United States.

An Act to change the designations of the Abraham Lincoln National Park, in the State of Kentucky, and the
Fort McHenry National Park, in the State of Maryland, approved August 11, 1939 (53 Stat. 1405)

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress
assembled, That the Abraham Lincoln National Park, in the State of Kentucky, authorized by the Act of
July 17, 1916 (39 Stat. 385), and the Fort McHenry National Park, in the State of Maryland, authorized by
the Act of March 3, 1925 (43 Stat. 1109), shall hereafter be called and known as the “Abraham Lincoln
National Historical Park”, and the “Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine,” Designations
respectively, and all moneys heretofore or hereafter appropriated for these areas under previous
designations may be used in these areas as redesignated. (16 U.S.C. sec. 440a.)

Presidential Proclamation No. 2795 for the display of the flag at Fort McHenry National Monument and
Historic Shrine, Baltimore, Maryland, July 2, 1948.

WHEREAS the joint resolution of Congress of June 22, 1942, entitled “Joint Resolution to Codify and
Emphasize Existing Rules and Customs Pertaining to the Display and Use of the Flag of the United States of
America,” as amended by the joint resolution of December 22, 1942, 56 Stat. 1074, contains the following
provisions:

Sec. 2. (a) It is the universal custom to display the flag only from sunrise to sunset on buildings and on
stationary flagstaffs in the open. However, the flag may be displayed at night upon special occasions when
it is desired to produce a patriotic effect.

Sec. 8. Any rule or custom pertaining to the display of the flag of the United States of America, set forth
herein, may be altered, modified, or repealed, or additional rules with respect thereto may be prescribed,
by the Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy of the United States, whenever he deems it to be
appropriate or desirable; and any such alteration or additional rule shall be set forth in a proclamation.

And

WHEREAS Francis Scott Key, after having anxiously watched from afar the bombardment of Fort
McHenry throughout the night of September 13, 1814, saw his country’s flag still flying in the early morning
of the following day; and

WHEREAS this stirring evidence of the failure of the prolonged attack inspired him to write the Star-
Spangled Banner, our national anthem:

NOW, THEREFORE, I, HARRY S. TRUMAN, President of the United States of America and Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy, do hereby proclaim that, as a perpetual symbol of our patriotism, the flag of
the United States shall hereafter be displayed at Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine at
all times during the day and night, except when the weather is inclement.

The rules and customs pertaining to the display of the flag as set forth in the said joint resolution are
modified accordingly.

IN WITNESS WHEREOE, | have hereunto set my hand and caused the Seal of the United States of America
to be affixed.
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DONE at the City of Washington this 2nd day of July in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and forty-
eight, and of the Independence of the United States of America the one hundred and seventy-second.
to be affixed.

DONE at the City of Washington this 2nd day of July in the year of our Lord nineteen hundred and forty-
eight, and of the Independence of the United States of America the one hundred and seventy-second.
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Appendix D: Acts and Resolutions of the
General Assembly of the State of Maryland

Resolutions by the General Assembly, November 4, 1793 — December 29, 1793

WHEREAS the United States may think it neceffary to erect a fort, arfenal, or other military, works or
buildings, on Whetftone Point, for the public defence; therefore, RESOLVED, That upon the application of
the prefident of the United States to the governor, for permiffion to erect a fort, arfenal, or other military
works, on the faid Point, for the purpofe aforefaid, the governor fhall and may grant the fame, with the
confent of the owner of the foil.

AN ACT ceding to the United States the Jurisdiction of the State of Maryland in, to, and over certain Lands
on Whetstone Point, near the City of Baltimore.

WHEREAS, it is represented to the General Assembly that the United States have purchased certain lots of

ground on Whetstone Point, near the city of Baltimore, in order the more effectually to promote the ends
of the Government in the erection of fortifications at Fort McHenry, which this Legislature duly appreciate:
— Therefore,

Be it enacted by the General Assembly of Maryland, That the right of jurisdiction of the State of Maryland
in and over the lands comprehended in lots numbers thirty-four, thirty-five, sixty, sixty-one, sixty-two, sixty-
three, sixty-four, sixty-five, sixty-six and sixty-seven, lying and adjoining Fort McHenry, on Whetstone Point,
near the city of Baltimore, which have been purchased by the United States, the deeds whereof are among
the records of Baltimore county, and also that part of the main road leading to Fort
McHenry, which lies between the said lots, be, and the same is hereby relinquished, ceded and made over
to the United States for the purposes aforesaid.

Approved March 29, 1838.

AN ACT relating to jurisdiction over that portion of Fort McHenry the use of which was recently granted to
the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore.

WHEREAS, Under Act of the Sixty-third Congress of the United States, numbered 108, of May 26, 1914, the
Secretary of War, by Permit dated June 1, 1914, granted to the Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, for
use for park purposes, the land known as Fort McHenry, with certain exceptions therein mentioned and
under certain restrictions and conditions therein contained, and it is deemed desirable that the jurisdiction
of Courts, magistrates and peace officers of Baltimore City should be extended over said land, and a Joint
Resolution is pending in Congress to cede jurisdiction over said land to the State of Maryland;

Approved March 31st, 1916.

Joint Resolution No. 1
WHEREAS, we could pay no finer tribute to those immortals whose blood was spilled at the altar of liberty

in 1776, in 1812, and in 1918, than to restore Fort McHenry to its condition in those early days of the
Republic, with the ancient cannon once more set, by removing unsightly buildings from its ground, and by
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dedicating it as a National Park to the carrying out of the ideals of Americanization, as we have done at
WaanarR011 New Visitor and Education Center dedicated and officially opened.

Be it resolved therefore, that we, the Senate of the State of Maryland and the House of Delegates of the
State of Maryland in joint session request the Congress of the United States assembled at Washington to
rescind any and all acts looking to the abandonment of the Fort McHenry military reservation by the United
States Government or ceding it to any state or city, and to declare in the name of the people of the United
States that this sacred ground shall be restored to its historical condition and preserved, by the Government
it saved in 1814, as a National Park and a memorial to the patriots who proved their right to liberty by the
deeds which they performed in the
War of 1812.

Approved March 1st, 1922.

Joint Resolution No. 5 Requesting Congress to pass Bill recently introduced in the House of Representatives
(H. R. 5261) by the Honorable J. Charles Linthicum, member of Congress from this State, by the terms of
which Fort McHenry will be placed in the care of the Secretary of War for preservation as a National Park.

WHEREAS, Fort McHenry is the most notable national heritage of the State of Maryland, in that it was the
scene of the defense of the liberties of the United States at a time when defeat would have meant the
destruction of the Republic; and

WHEREAS, In addition Fort McHenry is the hallowed spot which during the battle of September 14, 1814,
inspired the writing of “The Star Spangled Banner, “ which, inseparably associated with the flag of our
Country, has thrilled our citizens and soldiers with its patriotic fervor as no other American hymn has ever
done, and inspired in them the will to conquer for the sake of right; and

WHEREAS, A bill has been recently introduced in the House of Representatives (H. R. 5261) by the
Honorable J. Charles Linthicum, member of Congress from this State, by the terms of which Fort McHenry
would be placed in the care of the

Secretary of War for preservation as a National Park; and

WHEREAS, Our citizens are deeply interested in this project and ever have been anxious that the sacred spot
should be preserved as a hallowed shrine, as witness the joint resolution passed at the last Session of the
Legislature of this State; be it

therefore

Resolved, That we, the Senate of the State of Maryland, and the House of Delegates of the State of
Maryland, in joint session, earnestly request the Congress of the United States to enact the said bill into law,
thereby declaring in the name of the people of the United States, that this sacred ground shall be restored
to its historical condition as preserved, by the Government it saved in 1814, as a National Memorial to the
patriots of our Country for all time.

Approved April 9, 1924.
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pendix E: Fort McHenry National Register

Historic Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 ’ OMB No. 10024-0018
(Oct. 1990)
United States Department of the Interior RECEIVED 2280
National Park Service
National Register of Historic Places MAR - 3 1999
Registration Form A |
. . . o ) o o . NAT. REGISTER OF HISTORIC v9§§
This form is for use in nominating or requesting determinations for individual properties angl districtA BE& Ah: stigg Gomplete the
National Register of Historic Places Registration Form (National Register Bulletin 16A). Complete each ite 4 hppropriate box or

by entering the information requested. If an item does not apply to the property being documented, enter “N/A” for “‘not applicable.” For functions,
architectural classification, materials, and areas of significance, enter only categories and subcategories from the instructions. Place additional
entries and narrative items on continuation sheets (NPS Form 10-900a). Use a typewriter, word processor, or computer, to complete all items.

1. Name of Property

historic name Fort McHenry

Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine

other names/site number

2. Location

street & number Locust Point, at east end of Fort Avenue O not for publication
city or town Baltimore (X vicinity

state _ Maryland code _Mp  countyBaltimere {City)— code 510 _ zip code 21230

3. State/Federal Agency Certification

As the designated authority under the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, | hereby certify that this O nomination
[ request for determination of eligibility meets the documentation standards for registering properties in the National Register of
Historic Places and meets the procedural and professional requirements set forth in 36 CFR Part 60. In my opinion, the property
K] meets [] does not meet the National Register criteria. | recommend that this property be considered significant

&l nationally [] statewide [] locally. (D See continuation sheet for additional comments.)

mmatd /guu.&l« 3-1-94

Signature of certifying offigfal/ Title J Date
National Park Service
State of Federal agency and bureau

In my opinion, the property [J meets [] does not meet the National Register criteria. (D See continuation sheet for additional
comments.) '

Signature of certifying official/Title Date

State or Federal agency and bureau

4. National Park Service Certification
| hereby certify that the property is: Signature of the Keeper Date of Action
[ entered in the National Register.

[ see continuation sheet.

[ determined eligible for the
National Register
[] See continuation sheet.
[ determined not eligible for the
National Register.
[ reffoved from the National
Register. /)

o A /)4
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impacted by the construction of roads and hospital buildings close to the
scarp walls and at the base of the water battery’s glacis. Several
underground utility lines were constructed across the parade that exited
through the sally port. Fortunately, the quartermaster officer in charge of
construction recognized the fort’s importance as a historic landmark, and
ensured the avoidance of the principal above-ground structures. However,
several 19th century structures located outside the fort walls were removed
at this time including the 1813 hospital, the 1843 officers’ stables and the
1864 storehouse; foundations of these structures exist in many instances
below the fill dirt imported on-site by the Army. Eight former buildings
from U.S. General Hospital No. 2 exist outside the park boundary under the
ownership of the U.S. Navy, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the City
of Baltimore.

Following Fort McHenry’s authorization as a national park in 1925, the War
Department undertook restoration of the fort that reached perhaps its
greatest level of activity in 1928-29. Although the 1873 water battery was
removed, the War Department generally attempted to restore the fort to its
appearance at the time of its greatest physical development under active
military occupation, and not specifically to its appearance during the 1814
bombardment. Among the significant repairs and restorations made at this
time were reconstruction of the dry moat; cleaning of the sally port
bombproofs; cleaning and masonry repair of the water battery magazines and
installation of iron gates; and various repairs, repointing and rebuilding
of the parade walls, scarp walls and the water battery breast height walls.
The parade buildings received exterior wall repairs and rebuilding along
with new metal roofs, reconstruction of the piazzas and the second floor of
the junior officers’ quarters. Extensive interior restoration was also
completed, and electric service was installed in all fort buildings. A
parking lot was constructed near the south face of the ravelin.

A second phase of memorial commemoration occurred at Fort McHenry in 1931-32
in observance of the 200th anniversary of George Washington’s birth.

Various patriotic organizations dedicated interpretive markers to
Baltimore’s 1814 defenders and planted trees for each state in the Union.
The Washington Elm was planted at this time; the tree recently died and was
removed in 1995.

The National Park Service (NPS) assumed the management of Fort McHenry in
1933. Masonry repointing already underway since 1929 by the Works Progress
Administration continued until 1935. In 1935, the NPS installed major
utility lines through the ramparts of the fort including a steam line and an
electric corridor connected to a high tension transformer vault.
Construction of the electric corridor required the removal of a section of
original terreplein breast-height wall near bastion 1. A section of wall
from the sally port ramp was also removed at this time, as were several ca.
1840 traverse stones from bastion 5. The stones and debris were deposited
in the water off the southwest seawall.

Following World War II (during which time Fort McHenry functioned as a U.S.



Fort McHenry
Name of Property

Baltimore City, MD
County and State

oo

5. Classificatign . » i

Ownership of Propprty. Category-of Property
(Check as many bgxes das apply) (Check only one box)

[ private | TOLF "Bibuilding(s)
(] public-lécal [® district
[ public-State L] site

O structure
(] object

(& public-Federal

Name of related multiple property listing
(Enter “N/A” if property is not part of a multiple property listing.)

N/A

Number of Resources within Property *
(Do not include previously listed resources in the count.)

Contributing Noncontributing
004 006 buildings
009 000 sites
032 065 structures
067 6 objects
052 015 Total

Number of contributing resources previously listed
in the National Register

001

6. Function or Use

Historic Functions
(Enter categories from instructions)

Defense: fortification/military facility/

Current Functions
(Enter categories from instructions)

Recreation and Culture: monument/museum/

battle site/arms storage park

7. Description

Architectural Classification Materials

(Enter categories from instructions) (Enter categories from instructions)
Late 18th century star fort foundation . bricl

19th century fortifications and powder

magazine

19th century barracks

Narrative Description

walls _priek masonry/stone;earthi—concrete

roof _earth/tin/slate

other

(Describe the historic and current condition of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)

% Please note that the contributing resources generally correspond to Fort McHenry's List
of Classified Structures (LCS). In some instances single LCS entries encompass multiple
resources (e.g. the water battery guns and emplacements [LCS No. 81221] consists of 11
cannons and 24 gun emplacements, but are counted as one contributing structure).
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Name of Property ~

Baltimore City, MD
County and State

8. Statement of Significance

Applicable National Register Criteria
(Mark “x”" in one or more boxes for the criteria qualifying the property
for National Register listing.)

[t A Property is associated with events that have made
a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
our history.

[t B Property is associated with the lives of persons
significant in our past.

(& C Property embodies the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, or method of construction or
represents the work of a master, or possesses
high artistic values, or represents a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components lack
individual distinction.

k] D Property has yielded, or is likely to yield,
information important in prehistory or history.

Criteria Considerations
(Mark “x”" in all the boxes that apply.)

Property is:

(1 A owned by a religious institution or used for
religious purposes.

(] B removed from its original location.

[J C a birthplace or grave.

(] D a cemetery.

(] E a reconstructed building, object, or structure.
[J F a commemorative property.

[J G less than 50 years of age or achieved significance
within the past 50 years.

Narrative Statement of Significance

(Explain the significance of the property on one or more continuation sheets.)

"Areas of Significance

(Enter categories from instructions)

Military; engineering

Literature; poetry

Art; sculpture
c ion: histori .

Period of Significance
(1794-1802) to 1945

Significant Dates

1814

1914

1922

Significant Person
(Complete if Criterion B is marked above)

Francis Scott Key

Cultural Affiliation
N/A

Architect/Builder

3. . .

9. Major Bibliographical References

Bibilography

(Cite the books, articles, and other sources used in preparing this form on one or more continuation sheets.)

Previous documentation on file (NPS):

(1 preliminary determination of individual listing (36
CFR 67) has been requested

[ previously listed in the National Register

L] previously determined eligible by the National
Register

(0 designated a National Historic Landmark

[{ recorded by Historic American Buildings Survey
# MD=63, 196=200, 204, 1096-1097

[] recorded by Historic American Engineering
Record #

Primary location of additional data:

[] State Historic Preservation Office
(1 Other State agency
%l Federal agency
L] Local government
L1 University
[J Other
Name of repository:

Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine; Library of Congress




e Baltimore City, MD
Name of Property ~ County and State

10. Geographical Data

Acreage of Property 43,26

UTM References
(Place additional UTM references on a continuation sheet.)

Ah 18l [3161314.2,0] 4131417021410 c3l18 (4646350 |a3la17[21510

Zone Easting Northing Zone Easting Northing
B?'Ltﬂl?}_L@_&'_ﬁLﬂl_ﬂjhl%lmﬂhﬂA D91d363289 413]4171 213

fx] See continuation sheet

Verbal Boundary Description
(Describe the boundaries of the property on a continuation sheet.)

Boundary Justification
(Explain why the boundaries were selected on a continuation sheet.)

11. Form Prepared By

nameftite __ Steven R. Whissen/Historian

organization Denver Service Center, National Park Service dateJuly, 1997

street & number12795 W. Alameda Pkwy., P. 0. 25287 telephone _303-969-2380

city or town Denver state __CO zip code __80225

Additional Documentation
Submit the following items with the completed form:

Continuation Sheets
Maps

A USGS map (7.5 or 15 minute series) indicating the property’s location.

A Sketch map for historic districts and properties having large acreage or numerous resources.
Photographs

Representative black and white photographs of the property.

Additional items
(Check with the SHPO or FPO for any additional items)

Property Owner
(Complete this item at the request of SHPO or FPO.)

name

street & number telephone

city or town state zip code

Paperwork Reduction Act Statement: This information is being collected for applications to the National Register of Historic Places to nominate
properties for listing or determine eligibility for listing, to list properties, and to amend existing listings. Response to this request is required to obtain
a benefit in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.).

Estimated Burden Statement: Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 18.1 hours per response including time for reviewing
instructions, gathering and maintaining data, and completing and reviewing the form. Direct comments regarding this burden estimate or any aspect
of this form to the Chief, Administrative Services Division, National Park Service, P.O. Box 37127, Washington, DC 20013-7127; and the Office of
Management and Budget, Paperwork Reductions Projects (1024-0018), Washington, DC 20503.
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Narrative
Description

Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine is located within the
city limits of Baltimore, Maryland. The 43.26-acre site is situated at the
eastern tip of Locust Point. Historically, Locust Point was known as
Whetstone Point, the peninsula that projects into Baltimore Harbor dividing
the Northwest and Ferry Branches of the Patapsco River. The Northwest
Branch is identified today as the Northwest Harbor, and the Ferry Branch is
part of the Patapsco River’s main estuary.

In most respects, the fort appears today much as it did in 1933 when
transferred from the jurisdiction of the War Department to the National Park
Service. As originally constructed, the earthen and masonry star fort was
laid out as a regular pentagon with a bastion at each angle. The distance
between the points of adjacent bastions is about 290 ft. The parade ground
is also in the configuration of a pentagon (about 150 ft. per side) within
which are the former officers’ quarters, barracks, and powder magazine.
Among the principal historic structures on the exterior of the fort are the
ravelin, the water (outer) battery, and the Civil War powder magazine. More
detailed descriptions of the various structures and features of the fort are
provided in the following discussion.

The boundaries of the property encompass all the land that originally
comprised Fort McHenry at the time of the British bombardment in 1814 and
most of the additional acreage acquired by the War Department in 1836. The
historic setting of the larger site as it existed during the War of 1812 or
the Civil War no longer exists; construction in 1917 and later demolition of
U.S. Army General Hospital No. 2 substantially altered the topography and
other features/structures external to the star fort. The present landscape
surrounding the fort consists of a grass lawn, ornamental fruit trees, and
native and exotic shade trees and shrubs. The grounds are carefully managed
by the National Park Service as part of overall efforts to commemorate the
importance of the site as a national shrine, with no attempt to recreate the
landscape as it existed during earlier periods of military occupation.
Modern urban and industrial development lies within the viewshed of the
fort. The fort is bordered on the north by the U.S. Naval Reserve Center,
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Baltimore City Fire Department
Fireboat Facility. The Southern States Grain Cooperative and the Maryland
Port Authority border the fort on the west.

Despite the loss of integrity of the surrounding site and modifications of
individual buildings and structures, Fort McHenry’s extant resources
continue to embody a high degree of integrity reflecting the fort’s national
importance as a coastal defense work from the period of its initial
construction (1794-1802) to the end of improvements constructed immediately
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following the Civil War. After this time, Fort McHenry functioned primarily
as a garrison until its closure in 1912, later serving in various capacities
that included a World War I hospital and a World War II Coast Guard training
facility. The broad significance of the fort is recognized as encompassing
these and other later periods. However, the primary physical expression of
the fort in its capacity as a coastal defense work is best reflected in the
resources constructed between approximately 1800 and 1867.

Description (reference is suggested to the attached diagram of the fort and
glossary of fortification terminology)

I. Development History

By the time of its completion in 1802, Fort McHenry had assumed the
essential form that has been perpetuated to the present. The earliest known
plan of the fort (1803) indicates that at that time the five-bastioned,
masonry and earthen star (pentagonal) fortification included two one-story
brick barracks, two one-story brick officers’ quarters, and a brick powder
magazine within the parade grounds. A cistern was located between the
enlisted men’s barracks (later removed in 1819). Two gun embrasures
(openings) passed through the flanks of each bastion. A ditch or dry moat
surrounded the fort on all but its southeastern side. The plan showed trees
planted at regularly spaced intervals on the terreplein of the bastions and
curtain walls, around the perimeter of the parade ground, and bordering the
entrance road to the fort. Based on early sketch drawings, the majority of
these trees appear to have been Lombardy poplars. The sally port was
originally a simple uncovered entrance, and a bridge spanned the moat in
front of the sally port and connected with the road to Baltimore. The
postern tunnel served as a passageway and primary drain from the parade to
the exterior of the fort and passed below the curtain wall between bastions
4 and 5. Upper and lower water batteries were in place to the east of the
fort.

Other than routine maintenance and repairs, Fort McHenry was not
substantially modified over the ensuing eleven years until the improvements
made in 1813 during the War of 1812. The deficiencies noted in the fort at
that time by Colonel Decius Wadsworth, Chief Ordnance Officer of the War
Department, led to construction of the ravelin outside the sally port to
bolster protection of the entrance. The ravelin was constructed according
to Wadsworth’s recommendations, and thereby attained the distinction as the
fort’'s first significant architectural feature designed by an American-
trained engineer. Additional modifications of the star fort included
filling the gun embrasures on the bastion flanks; platforming the bastions
and repositioning the gun emplacements to allow firing "en barbette" (over
the parapet walls); construction of brick traverses at the interior entrance
of the sally port and in front of the parade magazine; and excavation of a
well on the parade grounds to replace the earlier cistern. The ditch was
deepened and an earthen counterscarp was raised on the far side opposite the
scarp wall. The exterior ground surface beyond the counterscarp was graded
to serve as a "glacis" (defensive earthen slope). Although no longer
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extant, there is a strong possibility based on later map evidence that a
"caponniere" or covered passageway was constructed. The caponniere (a
feature recommended by Col. Wadsworth), would have permitted a protected
means of communication between the fort and the outer batteries, accessed
via the postern tunnel.

The 1814 bombardment, and particularly a direct hit upon the powder
magazine, focused attention on the urgent need for bombproofing measures to
better protect munitions and troops. Work began immediately after the
bombardment on the construction of an arched brick structure over the
existing magazine, two underground personnel bombproofs on either side of
the sally port, and a bombproof structure over the well. An 1819 map of the
fort prepared by Captain William Poussin, U.S. Topographical Engineers,
further indicates that by that date the sally port was covered by an arched
roof, and the brick traverse at the interior entrance of the sally port had
been removed. A small structure that served as a guardhouse (1806) is also
depicted at the north end of the commanding officer’s quarters, and another
guardhouse (1814-1837) was in place between the enlisted men’s barracks at
the former location of the cistern.

During the 1820s, Fort McHenry was in a general state of disrepair.
Extensive masonry problems were evident, particularly in the scarp walls,
resulting from moisture entering through gaps in the brick and coping stone
where the pointing had washed out. Overcrowding was another serious
problem, and led to the construction in 1829 of second stories over the
enlisted men’s barracks and officers’ quarters. While the placement of
second stories was not a particularly sound idea from a defensive
standpoint, it helped to alleviate overcrowding and was endorsed by the post
surgecn on the basis that it would improve air circulation and the overall
health of the garrison. Full-length second-floor piazzas (porches) were
also constructed on the front of all four buildings. A two-story addition
was constructed joining the commanding officer’s quarters with the adjacent
guard house. The brick traverse in front of the magazine was removed at
this time. To correct the problems of moisture infiltration, the earth
covering the sally port and personnel bombproofs was temporarily removed and
the structures were waterproofed with a layer of sheet lead. A cement wash
was applied over the scarp walls of the fort and ravelin.

A number of improvements were made during the 1830s under the supervision of
Lieutenant Henry Thompson, U.S. Army Corps of Artillery, who arrived at Fort
McHenry in 1833. Among these measures, the parapet was modified in 1834
with the construction of a stone wall on the inner slope around the parade
grounds. The parapet was further modified with the construction of a three
ft.-high brick revetment (breast-height) wall on the terreplein in 1837
(raised by 18 inches in 1839). The scarp walls received extensive repairs
and repointing in 1837. In 1835, two new guardhouse/prison rooms were
constructed above the bombproofs on either side of the sally port to replace
the former guardhouse located between the enlisted mens’ barracks.
Additional prison rooms were added in 1857 (three cells on the south side of
the sally port and one on the north). By 1837, the trees that were earlier
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planted on the ramparts and the parade were removed.

In 1836, the War Department acquired an additional 15 acres at Fort McHenry,
expanding the property from its previous 24 acres. A 10 ft.-high brick wall
was constructed in 1837 to demarcate the fort’s new western boundary.
Wrought iron gates were placed at the wall entrance where the road leading
to Baltimore entered the fort grounds. An earlier boundary wall (1817) was
dismantled when the new wall was built; the brick and gates from the earlier
wall were incorporated into the 1837 wall. Also, between 1836 and 1839, the
heavy masonry seawall east of the fort near the water’s edge underwent a
second phase of construction (initial work on the wall began in 1816).
Additional sections of the seawall were constructed up until 1895, extending
the overall length of the wall to about three-quarters of a mile.

Work began on the water (outer) battery in 1836 and was completed the
following year. The water battery, equipped with 39 gun emplacements, was
conceived as a first line of defense between the fort and the seawall,
extending from the east face of the ravelin to the left shoulder of bastion
3. Breast-height revetment walls were constructed on the water battery.

The walls settled shortly after completion, and were rebuilt and raised in
1839. Two shot furnaces were constructed within the water battery in 1842,
features that were later demolished during the Civil War upon the fort’'s
adoption of rifled artillery. To permit the movement of troops and supplies
between the fort and the water battery, the ravelin entrance was
reconfigured and the road which originally passed through the ravelin to the
sally port was filled-in. Gun emplacements were also installed on the
ravelin, on the shoulders of the fort bastions, and in the dry moat between
bastions 1 and 2.

Minor improvements continued to be made throughout the 1840s and 1850s,
ironically bringing the fort closer to a state of defensive readiness at a
time when its strategic function appeared to be waning. However, the Civil
War dramatically refocused attention on Fort McHenry’s importance and led to
the next significant phase of development. During the early stages of the
war, the gorge (the area between the sally port and the ravelin) and the
water battery were enclosed with a palisade or fence consisting of closely
spaced wooden stakes. An abatis (line of felled trees and sharpened
branches) was placed in the dry moat and at the base of the water battery’s
glacis.

More substantial improvements followed including the reconfiguration of the
sally port bombproofs to serve as powder magazines; construction of a new
artesian well on the parade to supplant the one constructed prior to the
1814 bombardment; and construction/modification of gun emplacements for
improved armaments, particularly Rodman cannon. At the beginning of the
Civil War, the Rodmans were considered the ultimate achievement in the long
tradition of smoothbore (muzzle-loading) armament design, and were standard
ordnance for all coastal fortifications. In 1863, a detached powder
magazine of brick and concrete was constructed on the grounds west of the
fort in response to the increased demands for powder storage.
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Just as perceived deficiencies during the War of 1812 led to improvements
immediately afterwards, Fort McHenry received extensive new construction in
the aftermath of the Civil War. 1In 1866-67, the water battery was modified
with the construction of two magazines, two bombproofs and a free-standing
earthen traverse. The water battery magazines and bombproofs also
functioned as traverses. An additional magazine was constructed in the
ravelin. In 1873, a steam pump was installed for the well which
necessitated the construction of a pump house and storage tanks. Water
pipes were placed throughout the fort. The system was eventually replaced
in 1884 when the fort was connected to Baltimore’s water supply system.
Much of the repair work undertaken during the 1870s and 80s was directed
towards correcting ongoing drainage and sewage disposal problems.

Construction began in 1872-73 on a new water battery northeast of the fort
near the seawall. Plans for this massive earthen work called for the
placement of 25 15-in. Rodman guns. Funding was suspended in 1875, and
although work on the battery evidently continued for three more years, it
was never completed. It was removed in 1928.

Extensive modifications to the officers’ quarters and enlisted men’s
barracks occurred in the 1890s. By this time, most of the garrison was
housed outside the fort compound. 1In 1894, the second story of the junior
officers’ quarters was removed and the building converted into a bakery.
The front porches of the commanding officer’s quarters, junior officers’
quarters, and enlisted men’s barracks no. 2 were also removed. The
commanding officer’s quarters were thoroughly remodeled; an ordnance
storehouse was placed in the first floor and subsistence supplies were
stored on the second floor. The quartermaster’s office and supplies were
installed in the former barracks (no. 2).

Fort McHenry’s function as a military post ended in 1912. 1Its last active
garrison, the 141st Company Coast Artillery Corps, was relocated to Fort
Strong, Massachusetts. An immigration station was constructed in 1913 on a
portion of land near the east seawall that was provided to the U.S. Treasury
Department by the War Department; the building was later used as a receiving
ward for the World War I hospital and is presently used and operated by the
U.S. Naval Readiness Reserve Center outside the park boundary.

In 1914, Fort McHenry was leased to the City of Baltimore as a municipal
park, and subsequently a public beach and swimming pool were opened in the
northwest corner of the park. The Civil War powder magazine served as a
bathhouse. The centennial observance of the 1814 bombardment provided an
occasion for the placement of several commemorative monuments and plaques at
the fort. The large statue of Orpheus (authorized in 1914 but not placed
until 1922 in the center of the entrance drive) was a significant artistic
work from this period. The Armistead Monument, placed on the outer battery,
was another significant work commemorating the bombardment.

Fort McHenry returned to military control in 1917 with the establishment of
U.S. General Hospital No. 2. The grounds and the dry moat were seriously
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Coast Guard training station), the nation’s post-war economic boom and new-
found leisure time for the motoring public led to profound visitation
increases for National Park Service units. In 1956, the NPS instituted a
program known as "Mission 66" to address these pressing demands for visitor
services and park improvements. As part of these program objectives, Fort
McHenry’s first visitor center was constructed in 1964 along with a new
parking lot, a maintenance facility and two park residences.

Over the duration of its site administration, the NPS has endeavored to
perpetuate the condition and appearance of the fort from the time the agency
acquired the property. Efforts have been underway since the 1970s to
correct the ongoing problems of displaced and deteriorated masonry resulting
from moisture build-up and freeze/thaw episodes. These efforts have
included the construction of drains both at the base and through the scarp
wall. Long spans of the deteriorated water battery breast-height wall were
rebuilt with modern materials in the 1980s. Additional rehabilitation of
the fort is presently underway.

(Note: National Park Service identification numbers and List of Classified
Structures (LCS) numbers are provided where applicable for the following
inventoried structures, buildings and objects at Fort McHenry)

II. Contributing Resources
A. Sites

1. Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine - The overall
43.26 acres encompassing Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic
Shrine represent a historic site composed of numerous historic,
archeological and cultural landscape resources that chart the course
of Fort McHenry'’s evolutionary development. These resources comprise
the structural design elements and materials that have gone into the
fort’s construction, and the artifacts and other elements of material
culture associated with the various periods of construction and
occupation. Several twentieth century additions to the fort grounds,
particularly commemorative markers and statuary, reflect the
importance of memorial activities at Fort McHenry.

Other than the existing structures and buildings comprising the
historic fortifications and external walls [i.e., the star fort, outer
(water) battery, the Civil War powder magazine, seawall, and boundary
wall], few remnants of the cultural landscape have survived associated
with the late 18th and 19th century development of Whetstone (Locust)
Point for military defense purposes. Construction of U.S. Army
General Hospital No. 2 in 1917 for the convalescence of World War I
veterans, and removal of the hospital buildings by 1929, resulted in
extensive disturbance to the landscape surrounding the fort. Among
the external features disturbed by the construction and grading
undertaken during this period were the glacis (the earthen defensive
slope that formerly extended from the water battery to the seawall)
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and dry moat around the perimeter of the star fort. Aerial
photographs taken of Fort McHenry during the 1920s underscore the
extent of development associated with the Army hospital, showing
barracks and other buildings occupying virtually all available space
outside the fort to the water’s edge.

With efforts underway from the latter 19th century to commemorate the
significance of the defense of Fort McHenry, Francis Scott Key and the
writing of "The Star-Spangled Banner," the landscape underwent further
changes reflecting the memorialization of the site. Various statues
and markers were placed in 1914 during the centennial observance of
the bombardment. Placement of the Statue of Orpheus (authorized by
Congress in 1914, but not placed on site until 1922), altered a
portion of the entrance road with the construction of a circular drive
around the base of the statue. The statue was moved to its present
location in 1963 to accommodate improved access to the new parking lot
and visitor center. During the 1932 Bicentennial celebration of
George Washington’s birth, other markers and monuments were placed on
the grounds along with the planting of commemorative trees (e.g., the
Washington Elm and cherry trees planted by the school children of
Baltimore) .

The statues and markers at one time contributed to a designed
landscape associated with the memorialization of the fort. However,
they have been relocated in many instances, sustaining a loss of
integrity in terms of location and setting. Many of the original
commemorative trees have died; the Washington Elm died in 1995 and was
removed that year. While the markers and statuary continue to evoke
the broad historical significance of the park’s periods of memorial
activities, and in some instances retain historical/artistic
significance in their own right, they do not contribute to an intact
cultural landscape representative of the memorial periods.

While many of the detailed elements of Fort McHenry’s cultural
landscape have lost integrity, the site continues to exhibit several
broader landscape characteristics that provide insight into the
selection and development of the site for defensive purposes. The tip
of Whetstone Point offered substantial strategic advantages for the
defense of Baltimore by commanding the approaches to the Northwest and
Ferry Branches of the Patapsco River. This was as true in 1776 during
the Revolutionary War when Fort Whetstone was first constructed on the
site, as it was throughout the long span of Fort McHenry’s subsequent
military service. The topography of Whetstone Point is characterized
by gently sloping low-lying land, without the natural protection of
cliffs or rocky escarpments. While this permitted unobstructed views
towards the downriver approaches to Baltimore, the site required
extensive constructed works to compensate for the lack of natural
defenses. Under the prevailing 18th and 19th century theories of
coastal fortifications, these consisted of a succession of features
designed to repel or impede an enemy’s advance: the shore-line and
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upper gun batteries, the elevated slope (glacis), the ditch (dry moat)
with its counterscarp, and ultimately the fort ramparts situated on
higher ground.

Today, although many of the defense works external to the fort have
been removed or modified, the large-scale spatial organization of the
site remains intact in many respects. For example, the fort retains
its historic geographic orientation towards Baltimore, the Northwest
Harbor and Ferry Branch. The sloping grass-covered area outside the
fort walls is at least partially representative of early military
efforts to maintain the openness of the area between the fort and the
water’s edge for defensive purposes. Consequently, a general sense of
the strategic importance of the site and the reasons behind its
selection for fortifications is readily conveyed to the park visitor.

The clustered arrangement of officers’ quarters, barracks, and powder
magazine on the parade grounds, all protected by the earthen and
masonry ramparts, has remained a distinguishing characteristic of the
fort throughout its history. Despite substantial alterations and
subsequent restorations of individual buildings, and the modifications
that accompanied armament and other structural/technological
improvements, the War Department never undertook measures to
substantially reconfigure the fort proper from its late 18th century
pentagonal design. The fort retains and continues to convey the
intent of its original design as a tightly contained and functionally
integrated coastal defense work and garrison.

The 10 ft.-high brick wall presently marking the western boundary of
the monument grounds was constructed in 1837 following the War
Department’'s acquisition of additional lands in 1836. It not only
serves as a formal demarcation of the western property line, but
provides the approaching visitor the first physical feature clearly
symbolic of the former military presence and control of the site. The
boundary wall also provides a ready visual indicator of the maximum
spatial extent of the fort grounds attained by the 1830s.

The asphalt entrance road (a continuation of Fort Avenue) follows the
historic alignment of the original access road to the fort from
Baltimore. While a section of the alignment was eliminated to
accommodate the modern curved extension to the visitor parking area, a
paved footpath follows a continuing portion of the historic alignment
north of the ravelin. No readily observable evidence of the original
roadbed remains.

The National Park Service presently maintains the grounds to
perpetuate the memorial character of the national monument. Grass
lawns extend from the boundary (entrance) wall to the seawall, with
clusters of native and exotic trees and shrubs. Several small trees
have recently been planted near the eastern tip of the point. Remnant
survivors of the cherry trees planted in 1932 remain near the Civil
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War powder magazine. Circulation networks consist of the two-way
paved entrance road to the visitor parking lot, paved roads to the
maintenance areas, and several pedestrian walkways. Walkways provide
access to the star fort, visitor center, and the Civil War powder
magazine. They extend along the seawall around the perimeter of the
property from the picnic area near the boat dock on the north, to a
marsh area on the southwest. Non-contributing park housing and
maintenance facilities are clustered at the west end of the property
north and south of the entrance.

2. Archeological Resources

Several archeological investigations have been undertaken at Fort
McHenry beginning in the 1950s and continuing to the present. These
investigations have provided a more complete understanding of the
fort’s construction, the significance of its various structural and
architectural features and the evolutionary sequence of development.
For the most part, investigations have been initiated in response to
the immediate requirements of maintenance/construction projects in
efforts to mitigate the impacts associated with these undertakings.

Where sufficient integrity exists, Fort McHenry'’s archeological
resources contribute to the overall National Register significance of
the property. Archeological resources have frequently been identified
in association with extant historic buildings and structures, for the
most part consisting of footings, builder’s trenches, artifacts and
stratified soil deposits. In other instances, investigations have
uncovered the remains of demolished structures that are identified in
the historical record but no longer exhibit surface features, existing
solely of below grade remnants and associated artifacts (e.g.,
privies, parade cistern, shot furnace, gun mounts, etc.). Outside the
fort walls, the locations of several investigated structures in
existence at the time of the 1814 bombardment (e.g., tavern, hospital,
barracks, and stables) are marked and outlined with bricks.

In many cases, ground disturbance associated with the construction and
removal of U.S. General Hospital No. 2 has likely impacted the
archeological integrity of these resources. BAmong the early
structures adapted for use by the hospital and then later removed were
three 1843 stables (located in the northeastern portion of the 1836
addition to the fort’s grounds). Two of the stables were used as
prisons during the Civil War; all three served as barracks afterwards
and continued in this function throughout the operation of the
hospital. Numerous foundations of the World War I hospital buildings,
themselves worthy of archeological consideration, remain in the grassy
area outside the star fort and water battery.

A summary of the archeological information gathered for Fort McHenry
was compiled in "Review and Synthesis of Archeological Documentation,
Fort McHenry National Monument and Historic Shrine (18BC13),
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Baltimore, Maryland," John Milner and Associates, Inc., 1993.
Additionally, an overview is in progress that will update and
supplement data on the fort’s archeological resources: "'On the shore
dimly seen...’'"; ap Archeological Overview, Fort McHenry National
Monument and Historic Shrine (18BC13)," (draft), Cheek, Balicki and
Pousson, 1997.

Although a number of former structures have been identified in the
historical record, most have not been archeologically investigated.
The significance and contributing status of these potential resources
are therefore presumed until such time as future investigations and
assessments are completed. The following (former structures for which
substantial archeological information has been collected from
documentary evidence and test excavations) are identified as
contributing sites:

a. Parade Cistern - A cistern was placed between the enlisted men’s
barracks at the time Fort McHenry was constructed (ca. 1800). For a
number of years prior to the War of 1812, however, the garrison relied
on water brought in from a well in Baltimore. Axcheological
investigations in 1978 identified remains of the cisterm. Its brick
exterior measured 16 ft. X 27 ft., and its interior chamber (10 ft. X
21 ft.) was enclosed with 3 ft.-thick brick walls. The cistern was
disturbed by the placement of a septic tank, the construction (ca.
1814-19) of a structure that by 1833 briefly served as a guardhouse,
and later by the construction of a shot furnace (1836-37) over the
site.

b. 1813 Parade Well - In 1813, as part of the war preparations, a well
was dug a few feet north of the parade cistern. The upper portion of
the well (12 ft.-wide X 40 ft.-deep) was shored with wood in the
fashion of a mine shaft. Tongue and groove sheet piling was then
driven to extend the well to an overall depth of 95 ft. A brick
bombproof vault was constructed over the well immediately after the
1814 bombardment. The bombproof vault was removed prior to 1840,
although the well (providing 18 gallons per minute of pure drinking
water) remained in use until ca. 1870, The well was eventually
supplanted by another artesian well constructed in the center of the
parade at the beginning of the Civil War. Archeological
investigations of the 1813 well were also undertaken in 1978,
identifying it as a slightly elliptical brick cylinder (internal
diameter 6 ft.; external diameter S ft.) covered by a brick dome. A
footing for the support pillar of the 1814 bombproof was also
identified.

¢. Ravelin ("0ld") Barracks - Utility excavations in 1963 encountered
the brick foundation remains of a former barracks located between 40
and 90 ft. northeast of the ravelin'’s salient. Subsequent :
archeological investigations determined that the structure was 18 ft.-
wide X about 48-50 ft.-long. A herringbone-pattern brick floor was
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found near the base of the northwestern foundation. The barracks was
presumably constructed in the late 18th century, either for Fort
Whetstone (1776-82) or as part of the initial construction of Fort
McHenry (1795-96). It was removed by 1813 as a probable consequence
of the ravelin’s construction. Artifacts found in association with
the barracks support a late 18th/early 19th century period of
occupation.

d. Gun Shed and Store House - The functional integration and proximity
of these two structures (about 10 ft. apart) have led to their
archeological consideration as one contributing site. The structures
were built in 1807-08 north of the fort and along the fort’s property
line. The northwest walls of the structures were eventually
incorporated into the fort’s 1817 boundary wall. The structures
existed into the 1870s, and possibly as late as 1888 when replacement
structures were built. Both brick structures were one and one-half
stories in height, and served multiple purposes: the upper half-story
of the gun shed was evidently used for storage, and the ground floor
of the store house was used variously as a stables, artillery shed and
barracks. Full-length additions were placed on the northwest sides of
both structures shortly before 1873, doubling their size. Although an
accurate appraisal of dimensions has been complicated by various
structural additions and wall realignments, the gun shed measured
about 101 ft. X 21 ft., and the store house about 75 ft. X 24 ft.

Most of the artifacts collected from the various archeological
excavations of the structures were found to be deposited along with
later fill material, and do not substantially contribute to the site’s
interpretation.

e. 1813 Hospital - This structure (located about 160 yards north of
the present ravelin) provided over a century of service at Fort
McHenry; it first served as a hospital from 1813 to 1840, next as the
commanding officer’s quarters from 1840 to 1912, and finally as the
post exchange from 1917 to 1923 during the operation of U.S. General
Hospital No. 2. It was demolished sometime between 1925-26 when most
of the World War I hospital structures were removed. The original
structure measured 57 ft. X 20 ft. Later additions that modified and
extended the structure’s dimensions included porches on the southeast
and northwest sides (1829), a kitchen and service area on the
northeast end (1872-73), and a parlor with upper sleeping quarters on
the southwest end (1875-76). Archeological investigations in the
1960s did not reveal intact foundation remains, although brick porch
footings, wall remnants associated with the additions, and extensive
masonry debris were identified. Most of the recovered artifacts were
introduced to the site in imported fill, and lacked useful
archeological context.

f. Married Soldier’s Quarters - This structure is presumed to have
been constructed shortly after 1819, and was removed in 1867. A porch
was added in 1829. It was first depicted on an 1834 plan, and
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B.

described in a letter accompanying the plan as a wood one-story
married soldier’s quarters consisting of 6 rooms, each about 14 ft. x
14 ft. The structure was converted to officers’ quarters by the time
of the Civil War, and was last depicted on an 1866 plan.
Archeoclogical monitoring and testing in 1975 resulted in the
identification of brick pavement remnants adjacent to the structure,
sections of the brick perimeter wall footings, and remnants of two of
the structure’s three double fireplaces and chimneys. Artifacts were
recovered that were temporally consistent with the presumed period of
construction.

g. 1817 Boundary Wall - This was the original wall that extended along
the fort